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Translators’ Foreword 
I. Situations 


The Four Seminars of 1966, 1968, 1969, and 1973 grant us insight into 
Heidegger’s thinking at the end of his career and towards the end of his 
life. In many regards they are the culmination of his work and the last 
intensive philosophical engagements of his life. These seminars present 
us with a Heidegger who has left fundamental ontology far behind, 
who has traversed the expanse of Seynsgeschichtliche Denken, be-ing-his- 
torical thinking, who has thought with the Greeks and has attempted to 
do so in a way that is “more Greek than the Greeks” (see below, 39), a 
Heidegger who has likewise struggled long and hard with the twin 
mountains of Nietzsche and Hölderlin, and the relation between them, 
a Heidegger on the way to language and still thinking the question con- 
cerning technology; in short, the Four Seminars present us with Heideg- 
ger at full stride towards the end of his long path. The circumstances 
surrounding these seminars are treated at length in the German trans- 
lator's afterword following the text,! but a few opening remarks are in 
order. 

At the end of his life-work, Heidegger remains what he was at its 
beginning, a German thinker, viewing himself in intimate relation to a 
long line of German thinkers from the history of philosophy, Kant, 
Hegel, Nietzsche, and Husserl to name only the brightest stars in the 
constellation. For this reason, these late engagements with France and 
French thought are all the more appealing to our intellectual circum- 
spection. Here the thinker of the German homeland, German poetry, 
and German word origins, has placed himself on the foreign soil of 
France — foreign, to be sure, but nonetheless a “neighbor-people.”? It is 
no accident that the first topic addressed in these seminars, in the 1966 
Le Thor seminar, is that of Heraclitus’ &$uvóv and the belonging- 
together of contraries. Throughout the seminars one is surprised to find 
a Heidegger who is continually reaching out to his French audience, cit- 
ing texts like Descartes' Discourse or Husserl's Cartesian Meditations by 
their French titles, engaging in conversation with the poet René Char, 
passing references to French poets and painters like Mallarmé and 
Braque, not to mention Cézanne, drawing examples from the land- 
scape around him, and considering the place of the French language for 
a thinking of being and its givenness. Yet this francophile Heidegger is 
certainly not the only Heidegger present. 

To be sure, Heidegger does not cite Descartes in any laudatory fash- 
ion. Descartes remains, as he was in the 1937 "Wege zur Aussprache," 
another name for the mathematical conception of nature and the phi- 
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losophy of representational subjectivism. And when Heidegger treats of 
the French language, it is to say that “il y a," as a translation of the Ger- 
man “es gibt,” is still “too ontic.” A further complication in Heidegger’s 
regard for France arises when we consider a post card that he wrote in 
the midst of the seminars (September 10, 1966) to Imma von Bodmer- 
shof.5 The face of the postcard shows the church of Notre-Dame du Lac 
in Le Thor (Vaucluse); its back reads: 


Dear and respected friend, 
From a beautiful residence in Provence, in the vicinity of Petrarch 
and Cézanne, where Greece still speaks, I greet you heartily. 


Yours, 
Martin Heidegger 


The French landscape is admirable not for its own merits, one could say, 
but for its transmission of the Greek voice. Indeed, in seeming confirma- 
tion of this, a poem Heidegger wrote for René Char concludes by asking 
whether Provence is not the bridge between Parmenides and Holder- 
lin.4 And yet, would this not precisely mean that France and what is 
French surely do maintain a connection with the Greek? That if Greece 
can speak in France and if Greek is the language of philosophy, then 
French too could be a philosophical language? Certainly today there is 
no question as to the answer to this question, but is it not Heidegger 
who is held to maintain that philosophy can only speak in German or 
Greek? These Four Seminars open the possibility for a different view of 
the Heidegger-France relation.? As such, they constitute a crucial docu- 
ment for a Heideggerian understanding of homeland and national iden- 
tity — they not only develop central ideas for such a thought, they enact 
that thought itself. 

As to the texts, a few words should here be said. The single volume 
German edition of Vier Seminare is a German translation of the French 
seminar protocols gathered together into the French volume of Heideg- 
gers writings, Questions IV These seminar protocols were read in 
Heidegger's presence at the time of composition. Curd Ochwadt's Ger- 
man translation, for its part, includes some further alterations of his own 
(most noticeably around the explanation of German words and phrases 
in the French texts), and appeared shortly after Heidegger's death. 
Heidegger nevertheless “monitored” this translation? and— as further 
testimony to the importance of these seminars for him —likewise “pur- 
posed" its adoption into the Collected Edition of his works.? It is this Ger- 
man text that is rendered into English in the following pages, though 
always with an eye to whatever light the French “original” may provide. 

When the Four Seminars finally were published within Heidegger's 
Collected Edition (in the 1986 volume Seminare, GA 15) the German editor 
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Curd Ochwadt provided a further element for appreciating Heideg- 
ger’s work in seminar: the manuscript of the text Heidegger presented in 
the concluding session of the 1973 Zahringen seminar, entitled “Parmen- 
ides: AAnOeing edkvKAgoc &tpeuès top.” Heidegger later appended a 
brief preface to this piece, “The Provenance of Thinking,” and both of 
these texts are supplied as appendices below. The former is the only 
manuscript from Heidegger’s hand that we have from these seminars (in- 
deed from any of the seminars published during Heidegger’s lifetime), 
and thus a key document for illuminating Heidegger’s seminar work 
method. It is worth comparing this text with the protocol from that last 
session for an insight into the functioning of the group and the process 
of transcription. By no means can we say that the seminar protocol “bas- 
tardize” the pristine thought of the singly composed text. Quite to the 
contrary, they develop it, comment upon it, and take it in various invig- 
orating directions. Heidegger in conversation is no less a thinker than 
Heidegger at the Schreibtisch. Indeed, the seminar situation and en- 
chanting locale present us with a Heidegger at ease and in command, 
following out tangents of thought with rapid development and re- 
turning back to the main line of his argument with unhurried facility. For 
a thinker who places so high a value upon “conversation” (Gespräch), 
it would certainly be startling if the situation were otherwise. It is our 
belief that the texts of these four seminars are of genuine value on a 
par with the works of Heidegger’s own sole composition. 


II. Topoi 


The topical importance of these seminars cannot be reduced to a mere 
listing of themes. Every theme addressed is handled with an expert 
lucidity and seasoned appreciation for the subtleties of the matter at 
stake (Sache). This alone is enough to render the seminars "important" 
for Heidegger scholarship. Instead, the importance of these seminars is 
best appreciated by considering the new topos from which they speak. 
What follows are a few attempts to sketch the contours of that place: 


ES GIBT AND LETTING 


A major development in these seminars concerns Heidegger's rethink- 
ing and treatment of the "es gibt." Beginning from a reflection on the 
sense of Ereignis as event of the givenness of presence (described as the 
“event [Ereignis] of being as condition for the arrival of beings: being 
lets beings presence," see below, 59), Heidegger is then led to rethink 
the meaning of being as "letting." It is a matter, he states firmly, “of 
understanding that the deepest meaning of being is letting [Lassen]" 
(ibid.). Being is not the horizon for the encountering of beings, nor the 
^there is" of beings, and not simply time itself. Rather, being means 
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now: Letting the being be (Das Seiende sein-lassen). What matters most is 
that this “letting” not be understood ontically, for that would mean that 
the philosophical opening sought here would close at once. This means: 
letting is not a cause, for causality still draws from the logic of beings 
and their “sufficient” grounding. Causality aims at the foundation of 
beings. To that extent, causality is foreign to what is proper to being 
(understood from "letting"). We should note that a few lines prior, 
Heidegger had already rejected causality as an inappropriate access to 
being: One can name being an origin, he says, “assuming that all ontic- 
causal overtones are excluded” (ibid.). 

A second inappropriate motif when thinking the original meaning of 
“letting” is the reference to a “doing,” if that supposes some activity of 
being, drawing from the philosophy of an acting subject. Letting is to be 
thought instead from “giving”: hence Heidegger focuses on the expres- 
sion “es gibt,” and engages it further than in previous texts, including 
Time and Being. The expression “es gibt” should also be carefully distin- 
guished from any ontic connotations, which the expressions “there is,” 
or, in French, “il y a,” still convey. The giving here in question should 
not refer primarily to a present being, or even to the presence of beings. 
The key is that the notion of giving is here approached independently 
from metaphysical beinghood, perhaps a remark intended at possible 
misunderstandings of the analyses found in Time and Being. Heidegger 
demonstrates this in several stages: First, if “it is tempting to understand 
‘Es gibt’ as meaning ‘It lets [something] come to presence,’” (ibid.), this 
emphasis makes one conceive of the giving in “es gibt" ontically, i.e., in 
reference to a being. Secondly, the "giving" should be separated from 
presence itself, for the issue instead is to give thought to the "es gibt," to 
giving, from an interpretation of the "letting itself." 

The "es gibt" is then understood in terms of the letting as such: “Pres- 
ence is no longer emphasized, but rather the /etting itself. ‘Es gibt’ then 
has the precise meaning: ‘to let the presencing’” (ibid.). Pursuing further, 
Heidegger stresses here that the letting as such points not to the pres- 
ence given, but to the gift of a giving as such, a giving which withdraws 
in the very movement of its event. One should therefore not say: 
^Being is," and neither: "There is being." Instead, one should say: it lets 
being (Es läft Sein). One is then led to wonder whether the very name 
^being" is the most appropriate term to name the event of giving. In 
fact, Heidegger writes strikingly that “If the emphasis is: fo let presenc- 
ing, there is no longer room for the very name of being" (ibid.). 

Heidegger in the end distinguishes three ways of understanding the 
"es gibt" and letting: 

a) First, in reference to what is, to beings. 

b) Second, when “the attention is drawn less towards what is given 
... than towards fhe presencing itself" (see below, 59-60). 
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c) Finally, when the emphasis is placed on the letting itself. 
With this last sense, one is engaging the question of Freignis. 


ENOWNING 


A key remark is first made concerning the translation of the term. It is 
from the outset stated that the French translation of Ereignis by avène- 
ment, that is, “event” or “advent,” and which corresponds to the ordi- 
nary usage of the term Ereignis in German, is unacceptable. Much more 
adequate is another rendering one finds in the French translation of 
Time and Being, namely appropriement, that is, “appropriation,” or better: 
“enowning.” Heidegger makes the important suggestion that being is to 
be thought from enowning, that in fact “Being is enowned through 
enowning” (see below, 60). A few lines further, one also reads: “En- 
owning enowns being [das Ereignis ereignet das Sein]." 

One of the most important contributions of these seminars is the 
way in which Heidegger distinguishes between enowning and being, 
showing how enowning exceeds being and its economy. One should 
not think enowning with the help of the concepts of being or of the his- 
tory of being, we are told. Enowning exceeds the ontological horizon, 
as it exceeds the Greek "sending" in the history of being. It then also ap- 
pears that Heidegger's thought as such is not contained within the hori- 
zon of ontology, nor of the thought of being; he in fact explains that his 
thinking of the ontological difference — especially in the period from 
1927 to 1936, which is taken to be the crux of this work— was a “nec- 
essary impasse" (Holzweg) (see below, 61). With respect to enowning's 
relation to the history of being, and to the epochs of being, a further 
crucial remark is made: There is no destinal epoch of enowning. Enown- 
ing is not an epoch of being, and nor is it the end of the history of being, 
in the sense in which the history of being would have "reached its end." 
Instead, one should say that from enowning, and insofar as it exceeds 
it, the history of being is able to appear as history of being. Further, the 
historical sendings of being are to be thought from Enowning. As 
Heidegger says strikingly: "Sending is from enowning [Das Schicken ist 
aus dem Ereignen]" (ibid.). 


TECHNOLOGY 


In the Four Seminars, Heidegger's thinking of technology culminates in a 
logic of replaceability (Ersetzbarkeit) and consumption (Verbrauch). 
^Being is being-replaceable" he writes, and in so doing names the coun- 
tenance of being for our time (see below, 62). In a discussion that calls to 
mind Baudrillard sooner than it does Marx (the impetus for these 
reflections), Heidegger considers how the artificial "increasingly re- 
places ‘natural’ material," so much so that it is now essential for all these 
beings of consumption that they "be already consumed" (ibid.). This 
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emphasis upon replacement and consumption distinguishes the era of 
technology from that of modern science. It is a new destiny of being to 
which Heidegger is responding and it is precisely in this response that 
Heidegger articulates the relation between positionality and enowning. 

In these pages we find an explicit elucidation of the technological 
“veiling” of enowning, from illustrative images (positionality is the 
“photographic negative” of enowning; see below, 60) to necessary 
consequences (a “finitude of being must accordingly be assumed”; see 
below, 63). Positionality represents the completion of the logic govern- 
ing metaphysics and fo that extent it is likewise an opening. This “event” 
of an opening in completion, this reciprocal “need” of positionality and 
its other, this very “appropriation” which joins together the totalizing 
drive of technology to the thinking that would exceed it-all of this Hei- 
degger painstakingly designates with the term Ereignis (“enowning”). 
Technological positionality, far from being seen negatively, is therefore 
the preparation or the announcement of enowning: “It means that 
thinking begins anew, so that in the essence of technology it catches 
sight of the heralding portent, the covering pre-appearance, the con- 
cealing pre-appearing of enowning itself” (see below, 61). 

We should be careful not to think enowning anywhere outside this 
“heralding portent” or “concealing pre-appearing.” Heidegger gives 
much thought to the co-belonging of positionality and enowning. In 
a sense, every one of the Four Seminars is concerned with such co-be- 
longing as it informs technology: in 1966, Heraclitus’ Evvév names the 
sharing and belonging together of contraries; in 1968, this difference 
within identity is thought in terms of a tear, and examined through 
Hegel’s image of a “torn sock”; in 1969, it is cast in the explicit terms of 
positionality and enowning; finally, in 1973, it is addressed in a return 
to Parmenides where presence itself presences as tò óv. In this way, 
the Four Seminars conduct the reader along Heidegger's transfigurative 
path: from technology through enowning, and on to a confrontation 
with the Greeks. And this even though “With enowning, it is no longer 
an issue of Greek thought" and philosophy is ^no Greek way of ek- 
sisting, but rather a hyper-Greek way" (see below, 61, 38). It is a matter 
here, in the midst of technological replaceability, of bringing our own- 
most into an open confrontation with Greek fate. 


EXCESS 


Technology can thus never completely veil enowning, or rather, the 
veiling of enowning is the event of enowning. Heidegger has previously 
thoughtthisintermsofa “withdrawal” or “refusal” ofbeing, as he does, for 
example, in the Contributions to Philosophy (from Enowning).° In these pieces, 
dating from 1936-1938, Heidegger considers the withdrawal of being as 
an abandonment that leaves the world a workshop of machination. The 
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traces of that refusal, however, are still to be found (there are hints, he 
says then). Thirty years later, these ideas are reformulated in terms of “ex- 
cess” (Ubermaf). There is an excess to positionality, to machination, that 
the technological endeavor cannot program away or incorporate into its 
“economic standing-reserves” (see below, 62). It is excess which drives 
that technological endeavor, and excess to which the poet and thinker 
are exposed. In these seminars, this extra-economic moment of excess is 
now spoken of in terms of “indications” or the “heralding portent” (see 
below, 79, 61). Such a movement from withdrawal to excess informs 
the entirety of the discussion of enowning and positionality. Philosophy 
is always in relation to excess, “the dimension of the entirely exces- 
sive is that in which philosophy arises” (see below, 38). In remarking 
this excess, in attending to it, philosophy is likewise a response to po- 
sitionality, and in this responding philosophy itself remains in excess: 
“Philosophy is indeed the answer of a humanity that has been struck by 
the excess of presence—an answer which is itself excessive” (ibid.). 


III. Figures 


The Four Seminars also provide lengthy considerations of various figures 
from the history of philosophy, considerations which shed valuable light 
on Heidegger’s reading ofthe tradition (there are evenrare references here 
to Wittgenstein and Marcuse). Five of the central figures to be mentioned 
are familiar to readers of Heidegger’s work- Parmenides, Heraclitus, 
Kant, Hegel, and Husserl-Heidegger had already devoted considerable 
attention to each of these in previous lectures and published texts. One 
figure, however, is less common in the Heideggerian corpus, namely, Karl 
Marx. Apart from a short passage in the Humanismusbrief, it is within the 
pages of these Seminars that one finds Heidegger’s most developed Marx 
interpretations. Marx is mentioned in every one of these seminars, but he 
receives the fullest treatment in 1969 and 1973. 

Because of Marx’s critique of consciousness it is often said (this was 
Marcuse’s position) that there is a close proximity between Heidegger 
and Marx. However, Heidegger points to the metaphysical character of 
Marx’s thought. Stressing that he does not read Marx in a political way, 
but metaphysically, Heidegger interprets Marxist thought in its funda- 
mental situation within the history of being. More precisely, Heidegger 
stresses that Marx understands being from the notion of production, and 
man as the self-production of itself. However, “This practical concept of 
production can only exist on the basis of a conception of being stemming 
from metaphysics” (see below, 52). Heidegger identifies further that po- 
sition, in the 1973 seminar, as the “thought of today” (perhaps an iron- 
ic passing reference to Sartre’s famous statement, according to which 
Marxism is the unsurpassable philosophy of our times), that is, the 
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nihilistic imperative of progress as imperative of ever new needs in 
which everything is replacable in the perspective of an exploitation of 
everything that is (see below, 73). Positionality then proves to be the 
horizon and the truth of Marxist thought. 

Turning to the other figures mentioned above, Heidegger's treatment 
of Parmenides in these pages focuses upon his understanding of being 
as presence. Parmenides' claim that being is leads Heidegger to explore 
the idea of presence itself presencing. For Heidegger, Being “is” means 
^presence presences," or rather, as he will have it, there is a presencing 
of presencing itself. These reflections upon the presencing of presencing 
lead Heidegger to speak of the “inapparent” (see below, 79): The pres- 
encing which presences presences inapparently. Consequently, these 
readings of Parmenides are also important for the link they forge be- 
tween Parmenides and Heidegger's own thinking of a phenomenology 
of the inapparent. 

In regard to Heraclitus, two aspects of Heidegger's reading are to be 
emphasized. First, months before the Fink seminar, the focus of these 
sessions is upon the relation between contraries in Heraclitus' thought. 
Heidegger approaches this question by attending to Heraclitus' thinking 
of the &uvóv in the fragments. The presentation is dense and thoughtful 
and carried out in explicit antagonism to the Hegelian dialectic. Second, 
there is a presence of poetry throughout these sessions of the 1966 
seminar. Each session opens with an epigram from René Char, who 
himself participates in the sessions as well. The sessions close with Char 
and Heidegger discussing Heraclitus' proximity to poetry. This situation 
is not an arbitrary one given the topic of the seminar, belonging- 
together. As such, the reading of Heraclitus here performed enriches 
our understanding of the thinker-poet relation in Heidegger's work. 

Heidegger's interpretation of Kant in the Four Seminarsis noteworthy 
in three regards: first, Kant, who is supposedly the most systematic of 
systematic philosophers, is shown to actually reveal the impossibility of 
the system and the abyssal character of reason. The ground of a system 
can only remain an "idea" for Kant, which suggests that reason is unable 
to provide its ultimate grounding. Heidegger cites a passage from the 
Critique of Pure Reason where Kant explains that "Unconditioned neces- 
sity, which we so indispensably require as the last bearer of all things, is 
for human reason the veritable abyss " (see below, 17). The abyss thus 
exposed is indicative of reason's finitude and “powerlessness.” Second, 
Kant's thought is strongly contrasted against the Greek world: “For the 
Greeks, things appear. For Kant, things appear to me," Heidegger states 
in 1969 (see below, 36). Kant understands being in terms of the objec- 
tivity of nature, an objectivity experienced in mathematical-scientific 
terms. Third, this does not mean that Kant's thinking and categories are 
"abstract." Heidegger notes this and refers to the schematism of the first 
Critique, where he strikingly remarks that the schematism is "the Kan- 
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tian way of discussing being and time” (see below, 69). Returning to 
Kant in the Four Seminars, Heidegger extends the interpretation of Kant 
begun during the Marburg period of the twenties. 

As to Hegel, here we find the only substantial treatment in the 
Heideggerian oeuvre of Hegel’s foundational Differenzschrift, in the 1968 
seminar in Le Thor. Heidegger’s line-by-line analysis of this text focuses 
upon the nature of separation, division, and difference within Hegelian 
thought as well as with the reconciliation of these in absolute non- 
dichotomy. The German editor’s afterward to the Collected Works vol- 
ume provides interesting factual detail on Heidegger’s apparent mis- 
quotation of Hegel in the central image of the seminar, his claim that “a 
torn sock is better than a mended one” (see below, 11). Along with a 
careful unpacking of the term “Aufhebung,” the 1968 seminar also 
devotes explicit attention to the ideas of reflection, production, and 
contraction in Hegel’s work. Hegel is likewise dealt with in the course of 
the 1966 seminar on Heraclitus. In 1966 the Hegelian notion of dialec- 
tic is criticized in favor of Heraclitus’ thinking of co-belonging. In 1968, 
the Hegelian thought of co-belonging is itself more fully articulated and 
it is a valuable exercise to compare the two. 

Lastly, in the 1973 Zahringen seminar, Heidegger returns to Husserl 
and the problem of categorical intuition, and does so nearly fifty years 
after his first consideration of this material in the 1925 lecture course, 
History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena.!'? Yet, whereas in the 1925 
course, Heidegger was very critical of Husserl’s phenomenology, even 
going so far as to deem it “unphenomenological” (!), here he stresses 
through minute and detailed analyses that Husserl’s discovery of cate- 
gorial intuition is itself already a discovery of being: “Husserl touches 
upon or struggles with the question of being in chapter six of the sixth 
Logical Investigation, with the notion of ‘categorial intuition.’” (see 
below, 65). Some critical remarks are also made concerning the relation 
between Dasein and consciousness. Beginning by stating firmly that, 
“In the entirety of modern thought, stemming from Descartes, subjec- 
tivity thus constitutes the barrier to the unfolding of the question of 
being” (see below, 70), Heidegger takes issue with Husserl’s philosophy 
of consciousness and intentionality. For, the “addition” of intentionality 
to consciousness does not solve the problem of a subjectivity self- 
enclosed in its cogitationes: “Husserl remains trapped in immanence” 
(ibid.); consequently, “with Husserl, the sphere of consciousness is not 
challenged, much less shattered” (ibid.) . . . In contrast to Husserl, Hei- 
degger insists that one needs to start from outside of the ego cogito, which 
is precisely what the term Dasein seeks to indicate. 

Before closing, one further figure from the history of philosophy 
should be mentioned here, and that is Martin Heidegger himself. 
Throughout these seminars Heidegger’s own work receives careful scru- 
tiny and, often, correction. This is nowhere more apparent than in the 
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case of Being and Time. To list only a few of the numerous criticisms to be 
encountered here: the book’s central term “Dasein” was formulated 
“very awkwardly and in an unhelpful way,” Heidegger says; the very 
language of Being and Time “lacks assurance”; and, perhaps most strik- 
ingly, the book itself lacks “a genuine knowledge of the history of being” 
(see below, 69, 78, 51). Each of these remarks is valuable for under- 
standing Heidegger’s relation to Heidegger as a figure within the history 
of philosophy. Beyond these criticisms, however, of even greater worth 
are Heidegger’s own ruminations upon his path of thought, from the 
early focus upon the “meaning of being” all the way to his late concep- 
tion of a “topology of being.” He likewise provides precious clues for 
understanding his later thought and its debt to phenomenology, going 
so far as to describe his own “tautological thinking” as the “primordial 
sense of phenomenology” (see below, 80). This leads him to name the 
current state of his thinking a “phenomenology of the inapparent” 
(ibid.), aname that both recalls the methodology that provided Heideg- 
ger with the essential impetus of his career, while bringing that method- 
ology to its most extreme possibility and formulation. 


KKK 


It is our hope that in presenting these valuable texts to an English 
speaking audience, the thought of Martin Heidegger will be carried a 
little further and in new directions, not only within the narrow 
confines of “Heideggerianism.” The vibrant character and adventurous 
quality of Heidegger’s thinking in the concluding years of his life is an 
invitation for such tasks. In many respects, the Four Seminars present 
Heidegger’s last word on a variety of philosophical topics, it is only 
fitting that he should have the last word here. Returning in a January 
1973 letter to René Char—after the death of their host in Le Thor, 
Mme. Marcelle Mathieu—to the situations, topoi, and figures of the 
Four Seminars, Heidegger writes: 


For days now, a small picture of the Lagnes village has stood before me. Or 
else it lay upon the work desk among the other pictures showing Les Bus- 
clats and Le Thor, ready for a moment of recollection upon the days spent in 
the beloved Provence. Lagnes, the birth place of Marcelle Mathieu, between 
the Rebanqué heights and the valleys of Les Grands Camphoux, from where 
death has now taken her away. The circle of the named places itself belongs 
to a region; its center is formed by Les Busclats, and is directed in the west 
towards Le Thor. This region, in turn, finds its own distinct borders at Mont 
Ventoux and at the Montagne Sainte-Victoire with Bibemus. 

A mere listing of places? So it seems. But what is proper to a place is con- 
tained in the way that each gathers, casts, and attunes the people dwelling 
there in their deeds and allowances, their poetizing and thinking.!! 
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Four Seminars 


À M. H. 
[Martin Heidegger] 


L'automne va plus vite en avant, en arrière que 
le râteau du jardinier. L'automne ne se précipite pas 
sur le cceur qui exige la branche avec son ombre. 


Les Busclats 11 sept. 1966 
René Char? 


Seminar in Le Thor 1966 


The seminar from 1966 (eight years after the lecture in Aix-en- 
Provence: “Hegel and the Greeks”) consists of seven conversations. The 
first two concerned Parmenides and the following five were all in 
regard to Heraclitus. Two young Italian friends, Ginevra Bompiani and 
Giorgio Agamben, joined Vezin, Fédier, and Beaufret. At that time, no 
protocols were kept. From the combined notes of the participants, 
however, a report can be given of three of the Heraclitus conversations. 
These took place on September 5th, in a garden of Le Thor; on the 9th, 
in Le Rebanqué; and on the 10th, in Les Busclats. 


September 5 


“Upon its poetic cliffs, Le Thor rose up. 
Mont Ventoux, the mirror of the eagles 
towered into view." ^ 


After two conversations on Parmenides' poem, we searched for a guid- 
ing thread for the reading of Heraclitus' fragments. The decisive ques- 
tion here is: to which words of Heraclitus should the elucidation direct 
itself? We certainly have many words before us: /ogos, physis, world, 
strife, fire, the singular-one, etc. Taking our cue from a comment pro- 
vided by Aristotle, 4 we could follow the tradition and take Fragment 1 
of the Diels-Kranz edition as the beginning of Heraclitus’ writing.'® 
According to Diogenes Laertius, Heraclitus is supposed to have laid 
them in the temple of Artemis in Ephesus for their safekeeping. The 
other fragments are arranged by Diels-Kranz according to the alphabet- 
ical order of the authors who have cited them —from Aetius to Theo- 
phrastus — except for fragment 2, which was handed down by Sextus 
Empiricus and almost directly linked by him to fragment 1: "When 
before going further he adds . . ." 

We will therefore take as our guiding thread the logos, a concern 
right from the start of fragment 1: 
rod dé Aóyov TODS’ &ovtoc cei àü&Ovetot yivovtat &vOpomnot . . . 

Right away we encounter a first difficulty. 

Already in antiquity, Aristotle had observed (same reference as 
above) that the word cei can refer just as much to what precedes it as 
to what follows it. Is it indeed Aóyog that is named the ev cei? Or is it 
said of the humans, that they never cease to remain in ignorance of it? 
Against Burnet and Diels, though with Kranz, Heidegger gives prefer- 
ence to the relation of &ei with what follows it. His reason for this deci- 
sion is not that of Kranz, namely that the word is followed by adverbs 
(koi npóoðev . . . xoi TO TPWTOV) which would determine the sense of 
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dei. The basis for Heidegger's decision is that he does not read éóvtog as 
an epithet of Aóyov, but instead, literally, as the genitive of óv: the 
being in its being. In his more paratactical than syntactical reading, tov 
dé Aóyov TOD D'ÉOVTOG are taken as corresponding precisely to one another, 
which also determines the separation of the fourth word in the sen- 
tence: Todde into TOD dé. 

We thus do not read: 

Now of Aóyoc, as what is everlastingly (ei) true, humans are with- 
out understanding; 

and also not: 

Now of Aóyoc, of that which is true, the humans are ever (Get) with- 
out any understanding; 

but rather: 

Now of Aóyoc, of beings in their being, the humans never have an under- 
standing. 

What is said here would thus be the sameness of Adyoc and £óv, in 
the sense in which Parmenides likewise says in his poem: 

“For it is indeed the same, both thinking and being.” 

It is at least from this reading that we are to understand what Hei- 
degger said in The Principle of Reason from 1956, namely that “a belong- 
ing to being . . . speaks in all that is said in the Greek word Aóyoc," in 
other words that, "Aóyoc names being," or that, “Though it had other 
names in early Western thinking, ‘being’ means Aóyog.” 16 

We will now read fragment 1 as a whole: 

“But of Aóyoc, of the beings in their being, humans remain constantly 
outside of all understanding, as much before they have heard as after 
they have first heard; for while everything occurs according to the Aóyog 
of which I speak, they are indeed like the inexperienced, when they 
attempt such words and works as I set forth, in that I distinguish each 
thing according to its essence and I say it as it is. But what the other 
humans do while awake escapes from them just as what was present 
[gegenwärtig] to them while asleep again conceals itself from them." 

Fragment 1, which makes Aóyog into the foremost fundamental word 
of all the fundamental words, is supported in this by fragment 72, as 
reported by Marcus Aurelius: 

“With what they most belong together. .., from this they diverge, 
and hence: all that they encounter everyday appears to them in a for- 
eign light [éva oatvetat].” 

The text apparently contains a paradox. Aren’t the things that one 
comes across everyday entirely familiar? To just what an extent are 
they supposed to show themselves in a foreign light? In so far as the 
humans, when they diverge [entzweien] from the Aóyoc, only see a side 
of what they encounter; to the same extent, the thing encountered is, 
as it were, estranged from itself. 
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The fragment thus names the humans, insofar as they depart from 
being, in order to then fall from being and upon beings. This is seen in 
Being and Time, where “departure from being” is made to designate such a 
fall or falling away (upon beings).!7 What Heraclitus says, however, is in 
no way related to the Fall of Man, but belongs to the Difference 
between being and beings itself, by which the humans are even more 
originally gathered. The interpretation of fallenness as the Fall of Man, 
on the contrary, is itself the setting aside of this difference. Since here 
the difference between being and beings is maintained, even Platonism 
with its denigration of what would be mere appearance remains yet to 
come. The €éva of Heraclitus are not any less beings, but rather are them- 
selves beings of such a sort that they show themselves as foreign to those 
who depart from the difference. Heraclitus is not yet as antagonistically 
disposed toward the foreign as Plato is.!5 

If we now turn back from fragment 72 to fragment 1, we are able to 
add that everything that is there said of the "inexperienced" is equally 
confirmed by fragment 2, where they are named anew Gé&tvetot, 
^those who do not go along." With what do they not go along? With 
the Aóyoc, from which they are separated. The diverging-ones of frag- 
ment 72 are just such separated ones. It is thus the Aóyog that must be 
our guiding thread for the reading of the fragments of Heraclitus (espe- 
cially since these fragments are much less fragments in a genuine sense, 
than citations from a text now lost). 

(The preceding remarks explain Heidegger' reservations a few 
months later during the 1966-67 winter semester Heraclitus seminar 
led by Eugen Fink at the University of Freiburg. The text of that seminar 
appeared in 1970 from Klostermann. Cf. especially pp. 179 f. "Your (i.e., 
Eugen Fink's) way of Heraclitus interpretation starts out from fire to- 
ward Aóyoc, my way of Heraclitus interpretation starts out from Aóyog 
toward fire."!?) 


September 8, 1966 


"Sleep in the hollow of my hand, 
olive tree, upon new earth, 

trust that beautiful will be the day, 
that morning, too, first found.”?° 


Here, at the edge of the olive trees which nestle along the slope before 
us to the plain below where, off in the distance, not yet visible, the 
Rhóne river flows, we begin again with fragment 2. Behind us rests a 
Delphic mountain range. This is the landscape of Rebanqué. Whoever 
finds the way there is a guest of the gods. 

^. . . (which is why it is necessary to direct oneself according to the 
Evvév, which means according to the Kotwóv): 
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But from Aóyoc, which is the Evvév, they surely live, those who make 
up the great multitude, and such that each has his own opinion for 
himself." 

Now we hear something more about the Aóyoc, though we already 
know from fragment 1 its name and its sameness with beings. The 
Aóyog presents itself now as the Evvév. The commentary of Sextus 
Empiricus on the other hand says: &uvóv means the same as Kotwóv. 
But at exactly this point everything is questionable. 

Heidegger says that behind what Heraclitus named Evvév, and even if 
this runs contrary to grammar, one must hear évviévou: a going together, 
the coming of one to the other. Whereas, the Kotvóv is merely the 
KQO6AoV, the universal in the sense of what belongs equally to all despite 
differences; in the way that to be a living being, for example, is character- 
istic of frogs as well as of hounds. We could say that &uvóv is the 
definition of óvta as Evvidvta, while the Kotvóv is the determination of 
the &uvóv from the standpoint of a thinking that is concerned with dis- 
tinguishing universals from the individualities subordinate to them. 

For Heraclitus, on the contrary, the "agreement," the co-belonging 
that lays in &uvóv, is neither the universal nor the generic. What man- 
ner of belonging together does he then have in view? That of what 
essentially is differing: tò dtapepôuevov. This alone can bring together, in 
the Latin sense of conferre, to move oneself to the same side, to turn to it, 
thereby to belong in this way to the “agreement”: in Greek, GvupÉPE TOO, 
in the sameness of 616 and ov. For example: day and night. There is no 
day "alone," nor night "apart by itself," but rather the co-belonging of 
day and night, which is their very being. If I say only "day," I do not yet 
know anything of the being of day. In order to think day, one must 
think it all the way to night and likewise the reverse. Night is day as the 
day that has set. To let day and night belong to each other, in this there 
is being just as much as Aóyoc. This is precisely what Hesiod could not 
understand, for he only saw the alternation of day and night, as he says 
in the Theogony (verse 751): 

"The house never holds them both within."?! 

For Heraclitus it is precisely the opposite. The house of being is that 
of day-night taken together. Accordingly, he says in fragment 57: 

"The teacher of the multitude, Hesiod, they hold him for a man of 
the deepest wisdom, he who did not recognize with respect to day and 
night: in truth it is one." 

Coming back from this to fragment 72, it now says: the human lives 
everyday in relation to day and night. But, like Hesiod, he only notes 
their alternation or transformation. He does not see that this supposed 
alternation (transformation) is itself, more secretly, their very being. 
What truly is, is neither the one nor the other, but the co-belonging of the 
two as the concealed middle between them. But because the ó&óvetot 
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who do not know the Evvôv, turn away from? that which they are essen- 
tially related to, everything appears to them in an alienating light. Unre- 
mittingly, the AGyoc provides a measure which is not accepted. Thus: 

Since the Aóyog is in that which presences and its presencing, and in 
this respect assigns to each a measure, they live from it, the multitude, 
but nevertheless in such a way that each has an opinion for himself. 
They live from it, without knowing what they are talking about. They 
say “is” without knowing what “is” actually means. 

Such is the case with the idia ppévnouw, for which to be thirsty 
means nothing other than to be thirsty, to be hungry nothing other 
than to be hungry, since the day is only the day and the night nothing 
other than the night. Opposed to this is the Evvév, which we relate to 
the Evviévan, and which Heraclitus understands even more boldly than 
us as: &uv vóo Aéyew (fragment 114): to say the sense in agreement with 
vóoç, or rather, to let it be in this agreement. 

Those whose speech agrees with the vóog must become ever stron- 
ger by holding to the &ovóv móvtov, to that wherein everything 
agrees — and not sway in any and all directions according to the wind of 
opinion, as happens to those who, instead of thinking, limit themselves 
to the gathering of information (iotopetv, fragment 35). 

We shall conclude with two observations: 

1) In everything for which Aóyog provides the measure, it is indeed a 
matter of a té, but Adyoc is nonetheless never dialectically determined, 
that is, as the polarity of standing opposites. The dia@epduevov of Her- 
aclitus is much more the unfolding of contraries? and grounded in the 
inapparent character [Unscheinbaren] of Aóyoc. We explain: 

The opposites exclude each another, while the contraries correspond 
to one another, in that they let one another reciprocally come forth, in 
the sense that: 


"The tide struggles with the pebble, 
and the light with the shade.”24 


Just as Aeschylus says, "Dark and light are contrarily distributed to 
one another."?» The conception of standing opposites presupposes the 
statement as proposition, within which they both appear through the 
play of negation. The investigation of the proposition is the business of 
logic, which is the art of preserving the Aéyoc from contradiction as a 
disagreement pushed to the extreme — at least as long as logic does not 
reverse its basic intention and become dialectic, for which contradic- 
tion, as Marx says, makes up the "font" of truth itself. It is characteristic 
of dialectic to play the two terms of a relation against each other, with 
the intent of bringing about a reversal in a situation previously deter- 
mined by these terms. So for Hegel, as an example, day is the fhesis, 
night is the antithesis, and so the spring board is found for a synthesis of 
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day and night. It is a synthesis in the sense that the conflict of being and 
nothing is equalized by the appearance of becoming, which arises dialec- 
tically from their collision. 

With Heraclitus, however, the reverse occurs. Instead of combining 
the opposites methodically, so that both terms of a relation play out 
against one another, he names the diagepdpevov as the ovygepóuevov: 
“The God? — Day-Night!" This is the sense of boc. In other words, 
Heraclitus names a belonging to a singular presence of everything that 
separates itself from another, in order to turn all the more intimately to 
the other, in the sense that along the “country path": “Winter’s storm 
encounters harvest's day, the agile excitation of Spring and the serene 
dying of Autumn meet, the child's game and the elder's wisdom gaze at 
each other. And in a unique harmony, whose echo the pathway carries 
with it silently here and there, everything is made gladsome. . . ."?6 

2) Human thinking itself, its voetv, belongs to the Aóyog and deter- 
mines itself from this as OuoAoyeiv (fragment 50). It was this, says 
Heidegger, that I attempted to show in a 1942 explanation of fragment 
7 in a seminar for beginners. It is commonly translated thus: 

“If all beings were to become smoke [konvóg yévouto], the nose 
would distinguish them." 

In this, the sense of the verb yíveo0ot is misunderstood, since, 
instead of the transformation of something into something else, it 
means here the presencing of it. Thus we translate: 

“If being showed itself everywhere as smoke, then the nose would 
notice the difference." 

One could not more humorously say that the faculty of knowledge is 
determined by the appearance of a being. With this, the proximity in 
which Heraclitus and Parmenides stand to one another is completely 
visible. Fragment 7, as we now understand it, is to a certain extent the 
Heraclitean conception of fragment 3 from Parmenides' poem: 

^Indeed, the same is just as much thinking as being." 

In summary: 

1) With Heraclitus there is no dialectic— even if his word provides 
the impetus for this, since, in this sense, what began after him is liter- 
ally that “which the morning first found."?7 

2) All thinking is “for the sake of being," which is certainly not to say 
that this would only be an object of thought. 


September 9 
“To the health of the snake”?® 


Today we are gathered at the house of the poet by the lavender fields. 
Already tomorrow we will depart from one another, but Heraclitus 
remains near to us, for we wish to read fragment 30 together. 
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“This k6ou0c here, insofar as it is the same for everyone and every- 
thing, none of the gods and no man has brought forth, it always already 
was and it is and will be: inexhaustible living fire [GAA Tv &ei Kai £otw 
Koi gota. nop óàe(Goov], kindled in measures and in measures going 
out.” 

We are already stopped by a first difficulty: how should the adverb 
Get, which we have translated as “always already," be understood? Is it 
meant as an “eternal world,” in the sense of Aristotle and the scholas- 
tics? Does it mean aeternitas? Or sempiternitas? We are reminded of 
Braque: “The everlasting versus the eternal.” And furthermore: “The 
everlasting and the sound of its source."? However, the adverb appears 
related only to the imperfect Av, which is solely in reply to “has not 
brought it forth.” It means that this world here has not been made, 
since it was already there at all times. Accordingly, the meaning is to be 
sought more in the direction of the eternal, since the everlasting is only 
first uttered afterwards, by means of the present [Präsens] and the 
future that follows upon it, and particularly by means of the second cei 
in &e(Goov, inexhaustible living. Here, however, eternity does not 
dominate time —something which, incidentally, is not explicitly called 
into question, but of which it is simply said that as far as one may go 
back, this “world” was already there. In “will be" there is an echo that 
corresponds precisely to the “is.”30 

We have said ^world." This immediately calls to mind the idea of a 
great Whole. The effort to determine this will lead much later to Kan- 
tian “cosmology” along with the antinomies that develop from this— 
and then, even further, to the expeditions of space travelers (“cosmo- 
nauts"). Does Heraclitus really speak about this? 

1) The verb koopéw, to which Kk6ouoc belongs, means: to bring into 
an order. Without question, not in the sense of a mere distribution, but 
according to the way things belong to each other in the midst of a 
“common presence" (“commune présence"?'), as day and night are joined 
to one another in the manner we saw. In this regard, xóopuog does not 
name something that would be larger than the other things and inside 
of which they all would find their space, but a way of being. Diels was 
also quite right when, in his presentation of the poem of Parmenides in 
1897, he remarked, “For the philosophers of the fifth century, from 
Heraclitus on, kóopog does not mean 'world.'"? 

2) xóopogc is also just as much what the German word “Zier” [adorn- 
ment] says: the gleam, the radiance, which was originally the same 
word as Zeus. By this, the light of Heaven is addressed. In this sense as 
well, the Cretans named those who shined at the head of the state kóopot. 

3) There is yet a third meaning, quite common to Homer, that of dec- 
oration. It is also familiar to Pindar, for example, when he calls upon 
the “golden victory." Decoration as well as gold should not shine only 
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for itself, but, by its shining, show the one who wears it and upon 
whom it shines. 

The concealed unity of this threefold sense constitutes the Hera- 
clitean sense of “world,” —a sense which, on its way through Latin, is 
still preserved in the French monde, insofar as the opposite of monde is 
not some “other world," as one might unthinkingly represent it, but 
instead what is said by the adjective immonde: the impure. 

— Since Heraclitus speaks with such a wealth of meaning, which he 
is nevertheless able to bring together in a single name, the poet says, he 
belongs in the company of the poets. 

—It is so, Heidegger responds, because the fundamental relation of 
the Greek language to nature consists in leaving nature open in its radi- 
ance, and not, as one would have it in the modern era, in making its 
appearances easily calculable. Thus it names the xóopog as older than the 
gods and men, which remain related back to it, since none of these at any 
time could have brought it forth. 

This also explains, in a certain respect, in what way the kóopog is a 
fire (ndp). Fire contains another threefold sense, insofar as it is simulta- 
neously the rising flame, the brooding glow, and the radiating light, 
along with the richness of contrasts which this equivocation make pos- 
sible. We, the completely different people of the modern era, as devo- 
tees of logic, believe the contrary, that a word is only first meaningful 
when it has just one meaning. But for Heraclitus precisely this manifold 
richness is the K66u10G It never appears as something isolated, but shim- 
mers ungraspably throughout everything. So we understand him in 
our reading of fragment 124: In comparison with the «óopoc, in its 
complete appearing as fire, "the most beautiful ordering of all is surely 
comparable to a heap of randomly spilled garbage." This means that the 
inapparent joining together of the xóopog is superior to every visible ordering, 
even if it be the most beautiful possible (fragment 54). 

And what follows now presents the most extreme opposition to this. 
As distinct from the ^world" of Heraclitus, by the standard of which the 
plenitude of nature is offered to the inhabitants of this world, today a 
world dominates in which the decisive question runs: How do I have to 
represent nature in the sequence of its appearances to myself, so that I 
am in a position to make secure predictions about all and everything? 
The answer to this question is that it is compulsory to represent nature 
as a totality of energy particles of existing mass, the reciprocal move- 
ments of which are to be mathematically calculable. Descartes already 
says to the piece of wax that he holds before his eyes: "You are nothing 
other than an extended, flexible, and mutable thing," and thus I pro- 
claim myself to know everything about you that there is to know of 
you. Someone from our circle says that in such a world there is room 
enough for everything, even for poetry, provided that it be something 
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of a side concern, as is required there. To the seriousness of modern 
knowledge, there corresponds a conception of poetry as “pleasant side- 
line.” 

— But, the poet asks, wherein lies the origin of this metamorphosis? 
From what “seed” was it able to sprout? And in whose name does the 
ban exist that strikes dumb the conversation of the “ones who belong to 
each other,” that conversation in which, with a secret voice 


“The fields say to me: stream 
and the streams to me: fields?”?4 


—It is no more unthinkable, the thinker answered, than it is 
unachievable, that the human would no longer be there to correspond 
to what appears, but rather only to master what was an appearance for 
him in the beginning. Hence in the age of world impoverishment, a 
botanist sees in the blossoming of a flower only a sequence of chemical 
processes. Descartes actually takes no part in this, and what he sees in a 
flash was prepared long before him. Descartes was the first to see the 
lightning flash. That is what is decisive: that it was seen. Why it gave 
itself in this way and not another, of this we admittedly know nothing, 
at least in the sense where knowledge is the definition of a scientific 
law. Concerning this, I have risked speaking of the “destiny of being” as 
it had first addressed itself to Greek thinking at the beginning of our 
world. The Greeks stand under this destiny just as much as we do. Will 
we someday be in the position to think this on its own terms, instead of 
representing history as a succession of events? Therein lies the task of 
thinking, for which poetry is the “wholesome danger.” For poetry has 
not been unfaithful to the site of an inceptual upsurge, while on the 
contrary the becoming-philosophy of thinking—as well as of the 
world— determines the course upon which we today find ourselves: 
“losing the site,” to adopt a word from Sophocles, however “well- 
deserving [indeed],”** as Hölderlin says, that we might think of our- 
selves. 

Taking his leave from the cordial host who addresses him as a friend, 
Heidegger concludes the seminar by saying to us all in a heartfelt turn: 
“What remains essential is to continue along the same path without 
concern for any of the publicness around us.” 


Seminar in Le Thor 1968 
August 30 


This is the first session of the seminar. Consequently, Heidegger begins 
with a general remark on the work of the seminar. There can be no 
authority, since we work in common. We work in order to reach the 
matter itself [Sache selbst] which is in question. Thus the matter itself is 
the sole authority. On the basis of the text in question, the issue is to 
touch, and be touched by, the matter itself. The text is therefore ever 
only a means, not an end. 

In our case, the issue is Hegel: we must therefore begin a confronta- 
tion [Auseinandersetzung] with Hegel, so that Hegel speaks to us. To let 
him speak for himself, and not to correct what Hegel has to say with 
what we know. In this way alone can one prevent the danger of per- 
sonal interpretation. 

This is why, in a genuine seminar, the teacher is the one who learns 
the most. For this, it is not required that he instruct the others what the 
text means, but instead that he listen rightly to the text. 

In the seminar it is important to question relentlessly. By their ques- 
tions, the students are to support the inquiry of the teacher. Nothing is 
ever to be merely believed; everything must be experienced. Clearly, 
then, the work cannot be measured by the amount covered. 

Heidegger mentions that in Marburg his way of working aroused 
criticism. In the beginning, the students said: during the course of an 
entire semester, we did not once come out of Plato’s Sophist. . . . With 
respect to our seminar, Heidegger continued, we cannot be sure of 
working through more than a few lines of the text. But one thing is cer- 
tain, if all this is assumed, then we would be able to read Hegel's whole 
book. That, he says, is the secret of the seminar. 

He then moved to a quick description of the historical atmosphere at 
the time of the composition of the Differenzschrift.?" It took place during 
Hegel's time at Frankfurt (Hegel remained in Frankfurt until January 
1801). At that time, Hólderlin lived in the vicinity, in Bad Homburg, and 
the two friends were in contact. However, this proximity is problematic. 
For the poet, already at that time, and despite all appearances of dialectic 
that his essays might exhibit, had already gone through and broken the 
speculative dialectic— whereas Hegel was in the process of establishing it. 
Heidegger notes that this could be a question for the upcoming days. 

What gave rise to the text? The book of a contemporary, Reinhold. 
Born in Vienna, Reinhold studied with the Jesuits, went into philoso- 
phy, and turned to Protestantism. He was a joyous and brave man. 
When he was called to Kiel, Fichte succeeded him as chair in Jena. 
Hegel treated him far too poorly. 


Seminar in Le Thor 1968 [25-27] 11 


Shortly after the publication, on October 3, 1801, Schelling wrote to 
Fichte: “Just recently, a book came out from a truly superior 
mind... .”38 

After having circumscribed the exterior, we now need to “leap into 
the matter itself.” On this point, Heidegger begins with a citation from 
Hegel: “a torn sock is better than a mended one . . . "?? and asks, why is 
that so? A moment of hesitation follows, for the auditors know another 
version of that same sentence. Heidegger explains that the sentence just 
cited was "corrected" by the printer into the one we know. Let us 
return to Hegel’s citation and ask how he could have written this. For it 
is plain that it is the contrary that seems the case. From a strictly formal 
point of view, one can say that common sense is reversed, stood on its 
head. 

In order to understand, Heidegger says, one must see phenomeno- 
logically. He thus invites us to the first exercise of phenomenological 
^kindergarten." To tear apart [zer-reissen] means: to tear into two parts, 
to separate: to make two out of one. If a sock is torn, then the sock is no 
longer present-at-hand — but note: precisely not as a sock. In fact, when 
I have it on my foot, I see the "intact" sock precisely not as a sock. On 
the contrary, if it is torn, then THE sock appears with more force 
through the "sock torn into pieces." 

In other words, what is lacking in the torn sock is the UNITY of the 
sock. However, this lack is paradoxically the most positive, for this 
Unity in being-torn is present [gegenwärtig] as a lost unity. This is the 
point of departure from which to access Hegel's text, but not without 
Heidegger insisting that the “analysis” undertaken be reenacted (“real- 
ized” in Cézanne’s sense), and not simply presented conceptually. 

Page 12, 1. 6 ff./89: “Dichotomy [Entzweiung],” underlined by Hegel, “is 
the source of the need for philosophy.” In order to stress that Hegel starts 
from the dichotomy, as what is originally experienceable and experi- 
enced, this is brought into relation with the sentence from p. 13, 1. 30 
ff./90: “Opposites such as spirit and matter, soul and body, faith and 
understanding, freedom and necessity, etc., used to be important; and 
in more limited spheres...” until the passage concerning the radical 
opposition of “absolute subjectivity and absolute objectivity.”*° 

This sentence states negatively that all the attempts to suppress the 
“tearing” [Zerrissenheit] must be abandoned — insofar as the “tearing” is 
what basically remains and must so remain. Why? Answer: as we saw 
above, it is only in the tearing that the Unity, as absent, can appear. “In 
the tearing,” Heidegger says, “there always reigns unity or a necessary 
conjoining, that is, a living unity.” 

With this central idea of a “living unity,” one can now read the sen- 
tence on page 14, l. 9/91, which, according to Heidegger, governs 
everything: “When the power of conjoining...." This sentence is a 
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commentary on the one from page 12/89 on the dichotomy as source 
of the need for philosophy. One therefore notes: 

1) That the scission [Ent-zweiung] lies in the movement of the “Ent-,” 
that is to say, it is a departure whereby something /eaves something. In 
scission there are two that separate into two. 

2) That this scission takes place through a lack of conjoining (Vereini- 
gung). 

In this respect, a remark on the translation of "Vereinigung": 
“unification” [^unifying, becoming one"] does not work. How is it then to 
be understood? First by noting that, once unfolded, "the power of con- 
joining" is an indication of the Absolute. In this respect, Heidegger recalls 
that from its inception, thought thinks within the dimension of unity. 

He raises the question of why this is the case. This question will be 
taken up later. 

We then return to conjoining in order to indicate its difference from 
unification. In the conjoining — insofar as it is the work of the Absolute — 
the oppositions do not disappear. There is a unity of opposites that remain 
as opposites. What, then, is this conjoining? It is the power that holds 
the opposites together for one another: in this holding together, there is 
no longer room for the autonomy, or separatism, of the opposites each 
for itself (which characterizes the scission). 

This allows one to read the preceding sentence (p.14, 1. 2 ff./91) 
where the idea of “a necessary dichotomy" arises, which is in fact neces- 
sary if all position is necessarily counter-position, and thus creates duality. 

By reading the two sentences together, one enters into Hegel's think- 
ing: everything lies in the antagonism of a positing activity — and conse- 
quently a counter-positing activity — with the force that is capable of 
holding the unity of the two together, and this is due to the positing of 
unity, which for its part brings forth what is counter-posited [das Entgegen- 
Gesetzte], which also must be “conjoined” and so forth... 

But is it really the case of a “so forth"? Here appears the last theme 
discussed today: that of the infinite. 

It is important to see that "infinite" can mean "ad infinitum," in other 
words: to see the "endless" character of the finite. But then one has 
what Hegel calls the bad infinite. The opposite of this is the true infinite, 
where infinite means: in-finite, i.e., the sublation of the finite. The true 
infinite is the one where the finite is abandoned. That infinite is no 
longer the lack of ends, but rather the power of conjoining itself. 


August 31 
At first Heidegger takes up again the sense of Hegel's sentence: "A 


mended sock is better than a torn one, not so with self-consciousness 
[Selbstbewusstsein]."^ 
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In order to properly understand this sentence, one needs to bear in 
mind the two-fold sense of the word “self consciousness” in Hegel. On the 
one hand, the word designates ordinary consciousness in its non-thematic 
relation to objects,* and on the other hand, the problem of the ego cogito 
which has stood at the center of modern thought since Descartes. Hegel 
means to say: Ordinary thinking does not mean that a torn sock is bet- 
ter than a mended sock. However, as soon as one takes “self conscious- 
ness” in the sense of the dialectical-reflexive thinking, one needs to under- 
stand that dialectical-reflexive thinking gathers both sound common 
sense and its truth (its philosophical thematization) into a higher unity.# 

Two questions are then posed: 

1. If the “scission” is the source of the need for philosophy, if philos- 
ophy arises as soon as life has become torn, what is the driving force of the 
dichotomy? 

2. If philosophy is not a piecing-together and if the tearing is neces- 
sary, then can one speak of a unity before the tearing? 

For the answer to the second question, Heidegger refers to Chapter 1 
of Aristotle’s Physics. Whoever wants to enter into philosophy must pass 
through this book, which can replace entire libraries of philosophical 
works. 

The answer to the first question is rendered easier by returning to 
Hegel’s statement which refers the dichotomy to its most simple and 
essential example: “Opposites such as spirit and matter, soul and body, 
faith and understanding, freedom and necessity, etc. used to be impor- 
tant; and in more limited spheres they appeared in a variety of other 
guises. The whole weight of human interests hung upon them. With the 
progress of culture they have passed over into such forms as the oppo- 
sition of Reason and sensibility, intelligence and nature and, with 
respect to the universal concept, of absolute subjectivity and absolute objec- 
tivity” (p. 13/90, our emphasis) .44 

How do we get to this separation, this dichotomy between the sub- 
ject and the object? How does one emerge in relation to the other? This 
question presupposes an earlier stage when the dichotomy had not yet 
occurred. This earlier stage, for Hegel, is the Greek world. 

What is in fact the driving force of the subject-object dichotomy? It is 
the quest for absolute certainty. Such a quest, which is born out of an 
interpretation of truth as certainty, appears historically with Descartes’ 
first Meditation. With Descartes, man as ego cogito becomes the distinctive 
onoxeí(uevov, the subjectum (in the medieval sense) — the fundamentum 
inconcussum. Henceforth, nature only appears as an Object for a Subject. 

As a historical prelude to this advent, one can note that the quest for 
certainty appears first in the domain of faith, as the search for the cer- 
tainty of salvation (Luther), then in the domain of physics as the search 
for the mathematical certainty of nature (Galileo) —a search long pre- 
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pared by the nominalist separation of words and things in the field of 
language (William of Ockham). By evacuating the concept of reality, 
Ockham's formalism renders possible the project of a mathematical key 
to the world. 

Hence the question: Is it possible to grasp in one concept, with a 
compelling necessity, the unity of mathematical certainty and the cer- 
tainty of salvation? 

Heidegger answers that it is the assurance (mastery, availability, secu- 
rity) each time sought that brings together these two apparently inde- 
pendent matters. In the quest for mathematical certainty, what is 
sought is the assurance of man in nature, in the sensible; in the quest for 
the certainty of salvation, what is sought is the assurance of man in the 
supra-sensible world. 

The origin of the dichotomy is thus the mutation of truth into cer- 
tainty, to which corresponds the priority given to the entity man in the 
sense of the ego cogito, its rise to the position of subject. Henceforth, 
nature becomes object (ob-jectum), the object being nothing other than 
^what is thrown over against me" [das mir Entgegengeworfene]. As soon as 
the ego becomes the absolute Subject, all other beings become objects 
for it, for example, in the form of perception (this is the point of depar- 
ture for the "Object" in the Kantian sense). What is decisive is that the 
subject-object distinction plays entirely in the dimension of subjectivity. 
This dimension is characterized by Hegel through the expression con- 
sciousness. "Consciousness" is the sphere of subjectivity. Consciousness, 
that is, "seeing everything together," co-agere. All of Hegel's essential 
terms in the text in question relate to consciousness. 

The paragraphs devoted to Descartes in Being and Time represent the 
first attempt to exit the prison of consciousness, or rather to no longer 
enter it. It is in no way a question of restoring realism against idealism, 
for realism, by limiting itself to the assurance that a world exists for the 
subject, remains dependent upon Cartesianism. It is rather a question 
of attempting to think the Greek sense of the &yó. 

Returning from consciousness to the dichotomy, Heidegger intro- 
duces a new statement by Hegel: "When the power of conjoining van- 
ishes from the life of men and the opposites lose their living connection 
and reciprocity and gain independence, the need of philosophy arises" 
(p. 14/91). 

Two words here need to be clarified: need and philosophy. What 
does the expression “need of philosophy" mean? Viewed grammati- 
cally, we have before us a genitive. This genitive is usually understood 
as a genitivus objectivus: when the power of conjoining disappears from 
the life of men, these men feel the need to philosophize. But what does 
^need" mean? The word has a negative connotation. To need some- 
thing is to experience together the absence, lack and necessity of that 
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thing; it means to be “in need, in distress” with respect to something. 
But the word also has a positive sense: to need something means to set 
out for something, to work for something, to take pains to obtain some- 
thing. 

Should we understand that something is in need of philosophy, or, 
on the contrary, is it philosophy that is in need of something? Is it a 
genetivus subjectivus or a genitivus objectivus? It is, Heidegger says, a geneti- 
vus subjectivus. Hegel wants to show what philosophy needs in order for 
it to be authentic philosophy. 

But what does philosophy need? Since its inception, since the ëv 
n&vto. of Heraclitus and the ëv of Parmenides, philosophy does not 
think the many, but rather the manifold, and the way in which it is 
unified. Philosophy needs the ëv. This is why philosophy can and 
should assist the power of conjoining. In the expression, “need of phi- 
losophy,” the genitive is at once both genitivus subjectivus and objectivus. It is 
only if one understands what philosophy needs, absolute and total 
unity, that one can then understand why the need of philosophy arises. 

There is a need for unity, because unity is never given immediately; 
otherwise, everything would be engulfed in Schelling's “night where all 
cows are black." In the midst of the highest dichotomy, unity is con- 
stantly restored. This is why Hegel writes: ^. . . the necessary dichotomy 
is One factor in life. Life eternally forms itself by setting up oppositions, 
and totality at the highest pitch of living energy is only possible through 
its own re-establishment out of the deepest fission" (p. 14, top/91). 

After this has been presented, Heidegger recalls the Hegelian meaning 
of the word Science [Wissenschaft]. Hegel uses the word in Fichte's sense. 
The "System of Science" that includes both the Phenomenology and the 
Logic together, is the system of philosophy. "Science" is the name for 
philosophy having become absolute knowledge, namely of the subject 
which knows itself as fundamentum inconcussum. 

Husserl at times would vacillate between the ordinary sense of the 
word and its Hegelian sense, as can be seen in the Crisis. 

Heidegger then raises a few questions. If the need of philosophy is 
what philosophy needs in order to be philosophy, what then is philoso- 
phy? Its essence is glimpsed on the basis of a recollection of Heraclitus' 
and Parmenides' év: philosophy is an attempt at conjoining. Listening to 
the tradition of philosophy, that is, to metaphysics, we learn that philos- 
ophy treats of the being of beings. What is then the relation between the 
ëv and the being of beings? The relation between the ëv and ovota? 
Since being is not an empty word, a mere exchangeable currency, but 
always concretely apprehended as present [Gegenwart], as presence 
[Anwesenheit], what accordingly is the relation between presence and 
unity? 

Jean Beaufret says that the difficulty of this question appears quite 
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clearly in regard to Aristotle's philosophy. With Aristotle, this toAAo GG 
Aeyóuevov, which is being, appears in four ways: 


According to the categories; 

According to the relation óóvoguc-évépyero; 
According to the relation ovota-ovuBeBnkéc; 
As GANBËS and wevdoc. 


PLANTE 


What is the unity of being, that single realm? Aristotle does not say. 

Heidegger retrieves Aristotle’s example, restricting himself to the 
third guise of being. What is the relation between ovufBeBnrés and 
presencing? 

To answer this question, one must first attempt to avoid thinking the 
ovupepnxóg on the basis of the scholastic interpretation of the opposi- 
tion substance-accident, as expressed in a grammatical theory where 
the relation between accident and substance is nothing other than that 
of predicate to subject in a statement. 

If one takes a rose, one is able to distinguish at a glance the necessary 
and the accidental ovußeßńkota. One sees, on the basis of the rose- 
being— that is, of the presence of the rose — that color does not constitute 
its essence, but instead the multiplicity of petals. Understood on the basis 
of the presencing of the rose, the ovufefinkés is in a certain way under- 
stood on the basis of the past: the petals of the rose have always already 
arrived with the presence of the rose (meaning of the Greek perfect 
tense). 

But this is seen only thanks to another gathering, that of Logos. Logos 
always projects itself toward things that appear in fheir gathering. For 
Greek thought, the presencing of the human is the opening inception 
for the oppositional presencing of the World. 

Now, where does the encounter take place between that which pres- 
ences and the being whose mode of presence is a self-opening for the 
welcoming of this presence? Where, except in ó&Ar(0e10? This is why 
ój0ewx cannot be translated by “truth.” 


September 1 


For some time the session took the form of a "Sunday seminar" — 
concerning which nothing in particular is to be reported.^* 

After Heidegger invoked for us the figure of his teacher Husserl 
through anecdotes showing us the extent of the passion that moved the 
author of Logical Investigations, we retained only this remark: 

For Husserl, there was something which did not exist, namely the 
deep meaning of history as Tradition (as that which delivers us), in the 
sense where Plato is here, Aristotle is here, and they speak to us, they 
are present [gegenwärtig] to us and must be present to us. 

This brings us back to Hegel. 
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Heidegger had in an earlier hour familiarized us with the expression 
“need of philosophy.” The task was then to understand this genitive as 
genitivus objectivus and genitivus subjectivus, whereby the gentivus subjecti- 
vus appeared predominant. Yesterday* the entire investigation con- 
cerned the word “philosophy.” To understand the word “philosophy” 
rigorously, we must anticipate and consider this passage from page 25/ 
103 (tm), which, in a certain respect, contains everything: “Philosophy, 
as a totality of knowledge produced by reflection, becomes a system, 
that is, an organic whole of concepts, whose highest law is not the 
understanding, but Reason.” 

In this sentence, where the word “ground” is patently missing, every 
word is significant and calls for a commentary. The words to comment 
upon are: Reflection, Production, Totality, Knowledge, System, Organic, 
Concept, Law, Understanding, Reason. 

The basic word is System. It is taken from the Greek where we hear: 

1) o$v, together, the gathering. This is the “power of conjoining.” 

2) «(0n to posit— that is, the positing, determined by Kant, of Being 
as objectivity. 

In thinking this notion of system, we are able to measure the dis- 
tance that separates Hegel from Kant. Kant speaks of system in the “Doc- 
trine of Method," nevertheless, a system is only possible after Fichte. 
This possibility is brought to its highest degree of completion by Hegel 
himself, since, at the end of his life, Schelling again fell outside the sys- 
tem. Thus in philosophy there is no system in the strict sense other than 
that of these two thinkers. 

That there is strictly speaking no system in Kant (and even less in 
Aristotle and Aquinas) can be experienced by reading this passage from 
the Critique of Pure Reason: 


Unconditioned necessity, which we so indispensably require as the last 
bearer of all things, is for human reason the veritable abyss. Eternity itself, 
in all its terrible sublimity, as depicted by a Haller, is far from making the 
same overwhelming impression on the mind; for it only measures the dura- 
tion of things, it does not support them. We cannot put aside, and yet also 
cannot endure the thought, that a being, which we represent to ourselves 
as supreme amongst all possible beings, should, as it were, say to itself: ‘I 
am from eternity to eternity, and outside me there is nothing save what is 
through my will, but whence then am I?’ All support here fails us; and the 
greatest perfection, no less than the /east perfection, is unsubstantial and 
baseless for the merely speculative reason, which makes not the least effort 
to retain either the one or the other, and feels indeed no loss in allowing 
them to vanish entirely.4? 


This text, where God Himself, as it were, appears as abyss, is taken 
from the chapter: “The Impossibility of a Cosmological Proof of the 
Existence of God." The impossibility in question appears at the same 
time as that of the system itself, if we question this text more closely. 
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The text begins by naming the system in the subordinate clause: 
“Unconditioned necessity, which we so indispensably require as the last 
bearer of all things” and designates it as “the veritable abyss for human 
reason.” The abyss of the system, as Kant conceives of it, lies in that 
speculative reason finds nothing to establish in regard to what is essen- 
tial to the production of a system, as ultimate ground of everything. 
Indeed, for speculative reason, this is always only an Idea (in the sense 
of the Critique of Pure Reason, where “idea” is opposed to “intuition” and 
“concept”). Speculatively, it is only an idea of reason, and in this sense 
it is ungrounded, abyssal. Thus we can also say that in this text we 
explicitly encounter Kant’s renunciation of a speculative system. 

Now, it is precisely here —if we let history speak — that everything is 
turned upside down, while Kant, still living, witnessed with horror 
what began to take place with Fichte. We can say that Fichte and Hegel 
are looking for a ground where for Kant there could only be an abyss. 
In thirty years everything will be reversed, so much so that in his Berlin 
discourse we can say that Hegel spoke in a way diametrically opposed 
to the text of the Critique of Pure Reason we just read. The several stages 
that led to this can be briefly summarized as follow: 

1) Fichte, insofar as for his part he knows the answer to the question 
left unanswered by Kant: “But where do I come from?” The answer is I = I. 

2) The Hegel of the Differenzschrift —this is what we have begun to 
grasp directly by paying attention to the difficult passage of page 17/94: 
"The form that the need of philosophy would assume, if it were to be 
expressed as a presupposition, allows for a transition from the need of 
philosophy to the instrument of philosophizing, to reflection as Reason." 

This sentence brings us before reflection as Reason. Let us note, first, that 
with Hegel the meaning of the word reflection changes. It designates 
here the later dialectical thinking. Later, Hegel would reserve this term 
for the understanding alone and characterize philosophies other than 
his as “philosophies of reflection." 

If we question this phrase, we see that speculative reason — of which 
Kant emphasized its finitude and powerlessness— straight away appears 
fully capable of being the instrument of philosophical activity, that is, of 
the work that produces the system. Speculation becomes autonomous. 
This unveils a power of speculation that was impossible for Kant. How- 
ever, the whole problem is to explicate the phrase. This is why the task 
set for today (September 2) will consist in more precisely determining 
reflection in general, then in distinguishing reflection as understand- 
ing, and finally in indicating the extent to which reflection is reason. 


September 2 


Heidegger opens the work of September 2 by restating that the cor- 
rect comportment to the work of the seminar avoids the merely historical 
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questioning and protects itself against taking the text as a pretext for 
questions that would be “ours.” 

The second question raised in the last hour, but left undeveloped, is 
then taken up again: “Can one speak of a unity before the tearing?” The 
first question (concerning the driving force of the dichotomy) was 
treated in a historical-philosophical manner. The second question now 
requires of us a pre-philosophical approach. However, to pose this 
question on the basis of our reading of Hegel, Heidegger again relies on 
the sentence from page 14/91: “When the power of conjoining, 
etc... .” The question is then: 

When the power of conjoining disappears, what is experienced in 
this type of experience along with the disappearance of the unity? It is 
the unity itself. Thus one not only can but must speak of unity before the 
dichotomy. Certainly, the answer: “unity” is a theoretical one. Now the 
question requires of us a pre-philosophical approach. Heidegger invites 
us to such a preparation, phenomenological in a more authentic sense. 

Let us take this example: “Night falls, it is no longer day,” and in this 
particular region where night brusquely succeeds the day, in such a 
way that the example directs us to the experience of a relation of strong 
opposition. Where does the passage from day to night take place? “In 
what place” does it take place? What is the unity whose splitting-in- 
two this transition presents? What is the Same in which the day passes 
into the night? In such an experience, human beings stand in relation 
with something which is neither day nor night, even if not expressly 
thematized. 

And that is? World, light, space, time, etc., these all too general 
answers attest to a phenomenological difficulty. The example seemed 
too massive. So, another example: a pot which breaks apart. To be able 
to see the parts (as such) there must be a relation to the unity. If we 
consider that, since Heraclitus, this unity is called ëv, and that, since this 
inception, the One is the other name for being, then we are referred 
back to the understanding of being spoken of in Being and Time. 

At this juncture, Heidegger recalls the criticisms that followed the 
publication of Being and Time. Heidegger was accused of having derived 
“being” from “is” and then of having developed his “philosophy” from 
this “abstraction.” To these critiques, he answers still today that “being 
is not an abstraction drawn from the ‘is’; rather, I can say ‘is’ only in the 
openness of Being.” 

We return to tearing, understood on the basis of what is torn apart, 
of the rift [Rif]; the experience of which is only possible in a certain 
^return to" unity: this is so much the case that in Hegel it must be there. 
In fact, page 16/93: "In the struggle of the understanding with Reason 
the understanding has strength only to the degree that Reason fore- 
sakes itself.”4° If we understand Reason in the Kantian sense (as faculty 
of principles, faculty of unity), reason is renounced in favor of the 
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understanding, the power of conjoining withdraws before the Under- 
standing, the particularity of which is the stabilization of opposites. The 
unity has not disappeared but remains in the background. If we over- 
interpret, we could say that reason—as faculty of unity, in other words, 
the perceiving of being — yields to the ordering of entities, so that in this 
withdrawal of Reason behind the production of the Understanding the 
ontological difference is at stake. 

Returning to page 16/93, we continue the reading: “The need of phi- 
losophy can be called the presupposition of philosophy if philosophy, 
which begins with itself, has to be furnished with some sort of vesti- 
bule." And, two lines further, "What is called the presupposition of phi- 
losophy is nothing else but fhe need that has come to utterance." Heidegger 
asks, what does "come to utterance" here mean? The expression, in the 
following sentence: “Once uttered, the need is posited for reflection," 
indicates that the proper rendering for “come to utterance” would be: 
“expressed in speech, but not accomplished in philosophy." The need is 
only expressed in speech, it is not satisfied in this. 

From this, Reason opens itself to reflection which expresses in 
speech the need for philosophy, in order to show which form philoso- 
phy now assumes. Everything on page 16/93 appears necessary, like an 
apparatus or a means to pass from the need of philosophy (as a “dis- 
course about") to the instrument of philosophy. Reason's presentation 
to the understanding of the task of philosophy, a task that the under- 
standing cannot accomplish, will reveal the lack of the instrument— 
and thus the passage to it. 

More slowly: The first presupposition unfolds itself, a signal that it is 
a reflection of the understanding that establishes opposites. These are, 
on the one hand, the Absolute itself, and on the other hand, the totality 
of the dichotomies. The other presupposition states that the exit of con- 
sciousness out of the totality would take the form of a dichotomy into 
being and non-being, concept and being, finitude and infinitude. “Con- 
cept" is taken here as "representation of something in general," and 
“being” as “objectivity.” From what unity is the dichotomy in these 
examples a dichotomy? For being and non-being, it is becoming; for the 
concept and being, it is the Absolute; for the finite and the infinite, it is 
Life. 

For the understanding, absolute synthesis is what it can neither 
grasp nor determine; it is the formless, as opposed to the understand- 
ing's determinations. For reason, speaking to the understanding from 
the perspective of the dichotomy, philosophy nevertheless appears as 
the conjoining of both presuppositions (this is indicated by the first 
“however”: “the task of philosophy, however, consists in . . .”°°). These 
presuppositions are not separated from reason, as indicated by the sec- 
ond “however” (in the sentence: “It is clumsy, however, . . ."?!). This 
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absolute synthesis is the last thing that the understanding, within its 
horizon and unsettled by reason, is able to perceive; this is the “task” of 
the understanding, concerning which it can (merely) “speak.” 

What have we gained, in sum, working through this page? What 
emerges is both the lack of an instrument for the task of philosophy and, 
in the two presuppositions and their unification, the theme of specula- 
tion. What the understanding is incapable of understanding is how the 
limitations at the heart of reason, abolished because they are referred to 
the absolute, are to that very extent produced in this “abolishing” relation 
itself. This is why Heidegger refers to that passage from page 33/112 (tm): 
“The need of philosophy can appease itself by simply penetrating to the 
principle of nullifying all fixed oppositions and connecting the limited 
to the Absolute.” 

There is “appeasement,” that is, first, “peace,” because only the fixities 
disappear, while the oppositions appear in their vitality. 

In conclusion, reading the text and translation of page 17/94, which 
closes the session, Heidegger makes two preliminary remarks concern- 
ing Hegel's terms: 

—The first bears on the beginning of the second paragraph of 
^Reflection as Instrument of Philosophizing" and focuses on the expres- 
sion “Reflection in isolation"? which is better understood as: “the isolat- 
ing reflection." 

— The second bears on the “standing” [Bestehen]? which closes that 
same paragraph, a term that was constantly used by Hegel, but without 
analysis, as if we were running against a certain limit within Hegelian 
thought. 


September 4 


Heidegger opens the session with a remark concerning the word con- 
cept [Begriff], encountered on page 16/93 together with the word being: 
^concept and being." He clarifies its meaning on the basis of Kant's rep- 
resentation [Vorstellung], whose meaning is two-fold: 

— The particular representation (the intuition) — for instance, of this 
book; 

— The representation in general (the concept) —for instance, of the 
book as such. 

Heidegger specifies that the issue is the latter sense, representation of all 
objects, of the object as object. 

We are then led back to what was the focus of the discussion at the 
beginning of the preceding session: an interpretation of the text that is 
not only historical but that also engages the question of being. Heideg- 
ger now asks whether it strictly can be said that the question of being is 
the question of metaphysics. The answer is that if indeed metaphysics 
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inquires into the being of beings (“What is a being as a being?"), it nev- 
ertheless does not inquire into being itself. When one poses a question, 
one questions in regard to ...; the place from where one questions 
grounds both the point of departure and the scope of the questioning. 
But this should be seen in an example, in a phenomenological manner. 

Starting from a question concerning the color of the leaves on a tree 
that we see in the garden before us, we then ask about the point of 
departure which gives the question its scope. Further, no longer consid- 
ering the color of this particular tree, but color as color, Heidegger asks: 
^What is proper to all colors?" He underlines how such a question, in 
which the matter is taken as it is, is different from Husserl's, who sought 
to clarify the constitution of the object in consciousness by analyzing 
the phenomenological sense of the sensible given, in other words, by 
phenomenologizing the Kantian analysis of the anticipations of percep- 
tion. Since we undertake no reduction to consciousness, but take into 
view the matter itself, we are led to answer: "Any color, as color, is 
extended." Then, paying attention to sound—as a sort of counter- 
example —it appears that sound is in space in two ways: on the one 
hand, it comes from a place; on the other hand, it traverses and mea- 
sures space. Yet sound as such is not extended in space, it is extended 
only in time. 

Heidegger then returns to his first question, which is that of the prov- 
enance and direction of inquiry for metaphysics. Metaphysics starts from 
beings, raises itself to being, and then returns to beings as beings and 
clarifies them on the basis of the light of being. To explain this return to 
beings, an example is proposed of a question which starts from nature 
in the broadest sense and asks: "What is nature?" What it is cannot be 
determined by an answer distinct from it. “Energeia” is not outside of, or 
behind, what is, like some higher being; it is in the being. The difficulty 
only remains of determining the relation between beings and being. 

However, if one speaks of metaphysics in this way, one can do so 
only insofar as metaphysics inquires into being in regard to how it 
determines beings as beings. Now, in another sense, the question of 
being is entirely other. It does not inquire into being insofar as it deter- 
mines beings as beings; it inquires into being as being. 

If the ontological difference which appears here is the most danger- 
ous matter for thinking, it is because it always represents being, within 
the horizon of metaphysics, as a being. Now, the question of beings as 
beings, that is, the metaphysical question, means something other than 
the question of being as being. This can be stated negatively, by saying 
that the question of being as being does not somehow raise the being of 
beings to the second power. 

The problem then arises of formulating the question of being in rela- 
tion to Hegel. This can only be done on the basis of Hegel's text itself, 
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from the place where, if not the answer, at least the difficulty of such an 
answer is formulated—from the place which attempts to state how the 
need of philosophy (that is, its questioning concerning beings) is 
appeased. The appeasement of the need thus contains the answer to the 
question concerning the being of beings. On page 33/112 of the text we 
read: “The need of philosophy can appease itself by simply penetrating. 

. ."5^ Philosophy, that is, metaphysics, thus reaches the answers to its 
questions when the Absolute is grasped as Absolute. This task is named 
on page 17/94: “The Absolute is to be posited in reflection.” 

In the most usual sense of the word “reflection,” we hear in this 
word the Latin re-flexere. What is proper to reflection is a turning-back 
upon itself. Towards what? Towards the ego. The essence of the “cogitare” 
is grasped by Descartes in the formulation: cogito me cogitare. It lets the 
cogito appear as a “me cogitare,” and the ego, insofar as it is cogitans, appear 
as a cogitatum, as object. In the Kantian language of the transcendental 
deduction, it is expressed so: “It must be possible for the I think to 
accompany all my representations.”* The title of 8 17 of the same sec- 
tion is: “The Principle of the Synthetic Unity is the Supreme Principle of 
all Employment of the Understanding”; all “cogitare” is consequently an 
ego cogito me cogitare. 

What Kant says of transcendental apperception is said in regard to 
the finite essence of man, and this relation of thought to unity is 
grasped by Hegel alone. This principle of conjoining at the level of the 
finite understanding is absolutized in such a way that Hegel brings the 
power of conjoining to absolute power: what is finite with man 
becomes the infinite Absolute. 

In this respect, Heidegger notes that the infinite should not be 
understood in terms of the “end-less” of the understanding, but instead 
as the sublation of the finite. He also indicates that the first step taken in 
this elevation is accomplished by Fichte’s sentence: “The Ego posits 
itself.” To the extent that the Ego posits itself as self-positing, it also pos- 
its the non-Ego as identity. However, when the principle is, “I posit 
myself as self-positing,” and thus simultaneously posit the non-Ego, 
what is the highest principle? This principle, or the principle of iden- 
tity? Between Fichte’s principle and the principle of identity, which one 
has priority over the other? Is formal logic the foundation of transcen- 
dental logic, or is transcendental logic the foundation of formal logic? 

Where in Kant the problem of transcendental apperception is brought 
to its highest point, the relation to unity sets the standard. Such a ques- 
tion, which in Kant takes place at the level of the finite understanding, 
runs through all of transcendental idealism. The difference and relation 
between formal Logic and transcendental Logic is the difference and rela- 
tion between an ordinary principle and a speculative one. 

Returning to Hegel’s statement, “The Absolute is to be posited in 
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reflection. . . ,” Heidegger recalls that Reflection is the movement that 
turns back upon itself, to the self, which is actually thinking insofar as it 
reflects. Hence the general sense of thinking for reflection is as follows: 
to reflect is to think about something, to think a thought. Reflection is 
thus a mediation between the one who thinks and what he or she 
thinks: consciousness becomes self-consciousness. Heidegger ends the 
session by drawing our attention to the fact that Hegel does not say: "We 
are to reflect on the Absolute," but rather: "The Absolute is to be re- 
flected." 


September 5 


The question that led the September 5 seminar was that of the danger 
of the ontological difference. “The danger is that, within the horizon of 
metaphysics, the difference leads to representing being as a being. 
However, when Aristotle defines being as évépyeto, or Plato as £ióoG, 
évépyew and eióog are not beings. Metaphysics struggles against 
defining being as a being, however tempted it is to do so." Hence the 
two stages of the seminar, to answer the questions: 

1) What does "ontological difference" mean? 

2) What fundamental experience determined Aristotle to experience 
beings (in their being) as évépyeta, Plato as £ióoc, Kant as Object? 


What does “ontological difference" mean? 

It can be understood in two ways: a) First, the expression “ontologi- 
cal difference" appears to be constructed like the expression: "the green 
tree”; “ontological” is therefore the adjective of the substantive “differ- 
ence." From this first perspective, it would be the very difference 
between being and beings that is ontological, as one says of a leaf that it 
is green. b) But, and this is the second way of understanding, what if it 
were somehow the difference between being and beings itself that car- 
ried ontology along and rendered it possible as the fundamental disci- 
pline of metaphysics? 

This second understanding is confirmed by the fact that all meta- 
physics indeed moves within the difference (this is constantly stressed, 
in particular by Aquinas), but that no metaphysics recognizes this dif- 
ference as difference in the dimension that it unfolds. 

The question thus arises: what is the relation between ontology and 
the difference of being from beings? Can metaphysics take up this ques- 
tion, since metaphysics, as ontology, is grounded upon this difference 
itself? Can difference, which renders metaphysics as metaphysics possi- 
ble, be taken into consideration by the fundamental discipline of meta- 
physics, that is, ontology? In logical terms, can the consequence take 
into view the governing principle? No. I can, from the perspective of 
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the foundation, determine a consequence, but the reverse is impossi- 
ble. The horizon in which the ontological difference is treated cannot 
appear as an explicit theme for ontology. 

To take an example, in Aristotle, and for him, the ontological differ- 
ence would refer to the pair Oetov-évépyeta. But tò Oetov cannot be a 
term of the difference. It is named, TÒ tuuiwtatov 6v, the being with the 
highest dignity. Hence, tò 8etov is an explicitly ontic determination. Of 
the two terms — TÒ Oetov, ù &vépyeio.— only the latter, À évépyewo, has a 
relation to the ontological difference. It is this term that names being 
(tO eivou), and it is on the understanding of eivoa as évépyeia that Aris- 
totle's ontology is founded. 

To understand this misinterpretation (among others) of Aristotle, 
according to which tò 8etov would be a term of the difference on which 
ontology would be founded, we need to make a leap beyond the inter- 
twining of the questions, a leap into medieval theology. God is posited 
as Summum Ens, and Summum Ens is interpreted as actus purus essendi. 
How is this interpretation possible? What is the connection between 
the relation of Summum Ens and Actus purus to the Aristotelian relation 
between tò Oetov and évépyew? Why does évépyeta become actualitas? 
Because épyov and évépyex are understood by the Romans on the basis 
of AGERE, “to make" in an ontic sense. The name for such an ontic 
^making" is CREATIO. This is why the Summum ens becomes CREATOR, 
and all ENS is ENS CREATUM (or INCREATUM). Having on the one 
hand reduced &vépyeia to the ontic determination of actualitas, and, on 
the other hand, with Aquinas, having identified the Summum Ens with 
the Ipsum esse, ontology suppresses every possibility for a question of 
being. The entirety of modern philosophy is burdened by this ontic 
stamp inherited from the Christian ontology of the middle ages. To 
restore philosophy to its own essence means to purge it of its Christian 
element, and to do this out of concern for the Greek element — not for 
its own sake, but insofar as it is the origin of philosophy. 

What then is properly fundamental for ontology in évépyeto? In 
what sense does évépyeia refer to the ontological difference? Through 
what fundamental experience does Aristotle arrive at &vépyeio? 

A fundamental experience is the way in which beings are experi- 
enced. Thus Kant experiences beings as nature, in Newton's sense. And 
nature is here that which is, since, in the purview of Cartesian thinking, 
truth is certainty. 

The experience of beings in their being as &vépyeto situates Aristotle 
in relation to Plato. For example, what is a chair for Plato? A uy öv, an 
“un-being” (in contrast with ook dv, sheer non-being). Now, what is 
the ontological character of this HA öv? Plato names this deficient mode 
of being etôwAov, idol, distinguishing it from eióoc, while nevertheless 
connecting them. Eióog is what shows itself, what one sees. The 
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ei8mAov, without which I could not reach the eidog of the table, indi- 
cates that the eióog of the table is obscured (here by the wood), not by 
the wood insofar as it is wood, but by the wood of which the table is made. 
The fundamental experience on the basis of which Plato determines the 
öv as eidoc, the experience of the óvtog dv, is that of pure presence, the 
character of which is to show itself. 

The fundamental experience of Aristotle is determined in relation to 
that of Plato. The prevailing interpretation is to claim that Plato restricts 
reality to the Ideas above, and that Aristotle brings them back to earth 
and, as it were, admits them into things: idealism and realism. Now 
what is different here is that the eióog becomes the uopo of a tóðe tı 
in motion and rest. Aristotle grasps things as kwoÜpnevo, and not as u 
óv1o, and thus grasps them against the background of the experience of 
kivnoic. See Physics l 201a 10-11: } tod õvváuet óvxoc évteAéyevo, À 
TOLODTOV, KVNOÎS ÉCTLV. 

Because the «ivyoie is itself defined as évépyei (or rather ėvteñéyeta), 
ÉVÉPYELX appears in Aristotle as the highest determination of being 
itself. 


September 6 


After reading the protocol of the September 5 session, Heidegger re- 
calls that the Latin translation of &vépyei by actus prepared the inter- 
pretation of making as "creatio," the source of which is, of course, the 
creation story. 

The actual session begins with the thought that all metaphysics rests 
upon a fundamental experience of being, each time specific to a thinker: 
for example, with Kant the fundamental experience is that of being as 
^Nature." Experience — the key word of the Critique of Pure Reason — 
does not have the vague sense of what is felt. Experience for Kant is 
experience in the scientific sense, that is, in the sense of the science par 
excellence which, since the beginning of modern times until today, is 
mathematical physics. The determinative character of mathematical 
physics within modern science in general shows itself today, for exam- 
ple, in the fact that biology becomes a biophysics, and that it is only as 
biophysics that contemporary biology is able to predict and prepare the 
mastery of the yéveoic of man. In the social sciences, we see the same 
transformation: anthropology becomes an anthropo-physics, in which the 
mathematical-statistical treatment of data constitutes the essential method. 
More generally, we are to observe the appearance of cybernetics at the 
cross-roads of contemporary science. We need to bear this in mind if we 
want to understand the text of Hegel that we have before us in its 
authentic dimension and not as a mere object of erudition. 

The fundamental experience of the being of beings for any philo- 
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sophical thinking determines what being will count as the standard. 
The being that is “Nature” for Kant, this being is “Spirit” for Hegel, spirit 
in the sense of absolute consciousness. We recall in this respect that it is 
with Descartes that philosophy, according to the very words of Hegel, 
reached for the first time the terra firma [feste Land] of “consciousness.” 
The difference between Descartes and Hegel is that Descartes only sets 
foot on this land while Hegel thoroughly traverses it. Descartes discov- 
ers this land in the Meditationes de prima philosophia, Hegel measures it all 
throughout the entire System of Logic, that is to say, as much in The Phe- 
nomenology of Spirit as in the three parts of the Logic: logic of being, logic 
of essence as truth of being, and logic of the concept as truth of essence, 
in which being is included. In this surveying of the land, in this Hege- 
lian geo-metry which measures out the land of consciousness in its 
totality, we are not speaking of a mathematical measure; the measure is 
metaphysical and total, that is to say, “absolute.” 

One definitively leaves this mathematical image as soon as one asks 
which method determines the absolute measure of the land of con- 
sciousness. This method is dialectic, which is accomplished in the fac- 
ulty of Reason. It is in The Difference Between Fichte’s and Schelling’s System 
of Philosophy that there first emerges what will be Hegel’s sole task: to 
determine the relation of reason to the absolute. We read here the 
following sentence (p. 35/114): 


The method of the system should be called neither synthetic nor analytic. It 
shows itself at its purest, when it appears as a development of Reason itself. 
Reason does not recall its appearance, which emanates from it as a dupli- 
cate, back into itself —for then, it would only nullify it. Rather, Reason con- 
structs itself in its emanation as an identity that is conditioned by this very 
duplicate; it opposes this relative identity to itself once more, and in this 
way the system advances until the objective totality is completed. Reason 
then unites this objective totality with the opposite subjective totality to 
form the infinite world-intuition [unendliche Weltanschauung], whose expan- 
sion has at the same time contracted into the richest and simplest identity. 


We begin the explication of this proposition (Heidegger notes that 
the goal of the seminar is to read all Hegelian texts on the basis of an 
understanding of this fundamental proposition) by the explication of 
the central expression: infinite world-intuition. 

— What does “world” mean in “world-intuition”? World means, as 
already in the Kantian antinomies, being in its totality. 

— What does “intuition” [Anschauung] mean? Also starting from the 
Kantian vocabulary, which must be done with Hegel as with Fichte and 
Schelling, intuition must be understood as the representation of the 
individual as individual, in opposition to the concept which, for its part, 
is the representation of something in general. 
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— What does “world-intuition” now mean? World-intuition means: 
the intuition of being in its totality, and since it is a matter of intuition, 
this totality is something individual, unique. 

—Now, what does "infinite world-intuition” mean? What does 
“infinite intuition” mean? The finite is characterized in Hegel by fixity. 
To fix is to posit, in the sense of positing something apart, and conse- 
quently to posit it in an opposition. The position individuates some- 
thing posited against something else. Thus for finitude, all determina- 
tion, everything determined, is circumscribed by non-determination, 
by nothingness. Omnis determinatio negatio est. If this is the finite, the in- 
finite is then that position which, on the contrary, does not let the 
opposites disappear, but preserves them in their opposition within their 
^conjoining." 

To the extent that this conjoining, for its part, is also posited, it comes 
into opposition with another unity, and these two unities demand 
anew their own conjoining: such is the fundamental and internal law 
of dialectic. 

The question that immediately assumes importance here is that of 
experiencing whether and how the dialectical movement itself is able 
to avoid falling back under the domination of the finite, in the guise of 
the bad infinite, of end-lessness. Several answers, in particular that of 
circularity, run into this difficulty without resolving it. It is just as futile 
to externally call upon the inalterability of the Absolute. It is also point- 
less to look for some point at which the bad infinite, as if by chance, 
would come to a halt. Let us look instead for an identity that would 
escape this difficulty in advance: it is the identity that Hegel calls in his 
text, “the most non-dichotomous identity" (34/113; tm). 

Why is it said to be “most non-dichotomous"? Because this unity is 
precisely the one that does not originally know the dichotomy. Non- 
dichotomous is more precise than in-finite. Non-dichotomous names 
the two terms of the fixed opposition at the same time, in order to fore- 
stall them (their fixed dichotomy). What is thus expressed is a “posit- 
ing" which is no longer the simple opposition of the opposites, nor the 
simple unity itself posited of opposites, in opposition to which another 
opposition arises which itself demands a new unity, but a unity such 
that it contains in itself all oppositions. This is, in the final analysis, the 
sense of the central speculative expression: "infinite world-intuition." 

If, on the basis of this now clarified sentence, we turn to the sentence 
on page 14/91 (“When the power of conjoining, etc."), the richness and 
precision of what it says finally appears to us. 

Thus, the Absolute is “the most non-dichotomous identity." If the 
theme of philosophy is to be the Absolute and dialectic its movement, 
the Absolute must therefore be seen at every step of the dialectic, but as 
not-yet unfolded. The task of reason is nothing other than its unfold- 
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ing, that is, the binding of all opposites in the light of the most indivisi- 
ble Identity, which is no longer in any way a relative identity. This is 
why Hegel writes somewhere that the sole interest of reason is to “sub- 
late” the fixed opposites. 

The last part of the session is devoted to the explication of the term 
“sublation” [Aufheben]. Sublation means: 

1) “To place something on,” for instance to place a book on the table 
in order to see it. The fundamental act of dialectic is indeed to first let 
the opposites come forth, in order to see them. “Sublation” in this first 
sense would be equivalent to the Latin “tollere,” in the ordinary sense of 
taking (“folle, lege") .56 

2) If the opposition of the two opposites is thus taken into view, sub- 
lation means: elevating them to their unity. This unity is like an arc 
which reaches higher than the two opposites facing each other, and to 
that extent sublation would be equivalent to the Latin "elevare." 

3) Sublation means preserving, conserving, bringing to a safe place 
(for example, “to keep a gift well-preserved [ein Geschenk gut aufheben]" ). 
This preservation is accomplished in the absolute identity where the 
Opposites are conserved, instead of disappearing as the cows do in the 
night of Schellingian identity. 

Jean Beaufret then notes that none of these three senses which are 
always present together in “sublation” have the slightest negative char- 
acter, and that therefore to translate "Aufhebung" simply as "suppression" 
(suppression) or “abolition” (abolishment) is quite often absurd. The his- 
toric reach of this observation appears with respect to the well-known 
phrase from Kant: “I have therefore found it necessary to deny [aufhe- 
ben] knowledge, in order to make room for faith.”°’ This does not mean: 
to "abolish" knowledge, but indeed to first properly establish it, in that 
it is raised to its unity (possibility of experience), in its limits (or better, 
in its place), which is the authentic meaning of the critical delimitation 
and which must be understood positively. It is precisely this bringing- 
to-its-place of theoretical knowledge that allows the corresponding 
location of practical reason to become visible. 


September 8 


This session is the last. Heidegger observes that the seminar did not 
go as far as he had wished to take it. This, however, is neither a regret 
nor a reproach to anyone. The goal was to bring it to where the two 
fundamental terms of the opposition would emerge in their determi- 
nateness. These separate the fundamental experience of metaphysics 
from the question concerning the meaning of being, as it is first 
unfolded in Being and Time. 

After this remark, we again take up the headings under which Hegel 
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expresses the way Reason grasps the Absolute. These headings are: 
Reflection-Construction-Production-Contraction. The first question posed 
concerns the domain in which all of these moments of the grasping of 
the Absolute by Reason are accomplished. This domain is “conscious- 
ness.” 

1. First moment: Reflection. How does Hegel understand “reflec- 
tion”? In order to answer, we return to the sentence from page 17/94: 
“The Absolute is to be reflected. . . .” Let us pay attention to Hegel’s lan- 
guage, which does not say: “We must reflect on the Absolute,” but “the 
Absolute is to be reflected.” “To reflect something” is different from “to 
reflect on something.” For example, I can reflect on this book, either on 
its binding, or also on the difficulty of reading it, etc. . .. Each time, the 
book appears “in a certain regard" — from a certain point of view. To 
“reflecting-on” there belongs a precisely determined horizon, the hori- 
zon in which I reflect on the book. Now, by itself, what does “to reflect” 
mean? There is no longer a perspective in which I grasp the matter in 
advance, there is no longer a determinate anticipation [Vor-griff|. “The 
Absolute is to be reflected,” this is said outside of any “perspective.” 
Any perspective in which the Absolute is grasped indeed misses the 
Absolute, because any perspective as such is finite. On the contrary, the 
Absolute is “the most non-dichotomous identity,” that is, the unity that 
is the ultimate ground of all possible oppositions. That it must be 
reflected thus means that it must be reflected on the basis of itself, from 
out of the most simple and most accomplished unity. It means further 
that it should show itself to consciousness, that is, that it should reflect 
(mirror) itself for it. To mirror [Sich spiegeln], applied to the Absolute, 
says that “it brings itself to appearance.” This type of “mirroring” enti- 
tles one to name this conception of Reason “speculative.” With Leibniz 
(raised in this context by one of the participants), it is quite different: 
for him it is human Reason that is a mirror. 

Thus the Absolute appears to Reason, to consciousness—this is the 
meaning of “being reflected” for the Absolute. However, how does Rea- 
son “capture” [auffängt] the phenomenon of the Absolute (since it does 
not receive [empfängt] it, for here there is no “receptivity”)? In what 
way does Reason let the Absolute appear for itself? What is the relation 
of Reason to unity, that is to say, to being? The fundamental character 
of idealism in its relation to being is “positing,” the “positio.” 

Now, what does “positing” [Setzen] mean? “Ich setze einen Baum,” this 
means “I am planting a tree.” Even if that tree then later unfolds its 
growth from itself, it is, nevertheless, still I who first planted it. Can the 
Absolute be planted like a tree? Of course not, because it is already “pos- 
ited,” because it is “given,” it is what I find as already-presencing there. 
Then, what does “positing” mean in characterizing the grasping of the 
Absolute? 
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That the Absolute appear for consciousness does not mean that the 
absolute would burst into consciousness as into a cage. It appears to 
consciousness already in relation to the fundamental character of con- 
sciousness: with “positing.” The question returns: what sort of positing? 
This is an important question first for the interpretation of Greek 
thought. In Greek, positing is said 0Éoig, and appears in &nóðnKn, 
whose meaning is the same as &nóqavoic to let a matter stand here 
from itself, as it is, i.e., presences. But the modern “positing” is differ- 
ent; the Latin repraesentatio is the best interpretation of it. “Re-” for the 
Moderns (Re-praesentatio) refers back to the ego cogito. Re- is here “back to 
me.” The “I” lets something stand before it, which also means that this 
something has become an “object.” All this, clear as it is, is nonetheless 
covered over by the presumptions of idealism. 

The question of “representation,” thus taken up, is now the occasion 
for a sort of exercise in “phenomenological kindergarten,” where 
everything all of a sudden becomes too difficult because too simple, and 
where everyone finds themselves extremely “clumsy.” This was a long 
and useful course of work, the steps of which were the following: 

— Repraesentatio, that is, representation [Vorstellung]. For instance: 
The Louvre in Paris. For us right now it is a “representation.” Where is 
it? In our heads? How can we then avoid saying, even more sci- 
entifically: in our brains? The autopsy of the brain does not reveal any 
“representations.” 

—It is then said that it concerns an image. The question thus arises: 
when we represent the Louvre to ourselves, is it an image that we make 
present to ourselves? No, it is rather the Louvre itself. Always, and even 
in the “making present,” even when we relate to something simply in 
thought, I am in relation with the things themselves, as I am now in 
relation with this book here that I look at and with which I am con- 
cerned. However, despite this immediacy there are differences, and 
phenomenology must investigate their character. Although the Louvre 
is now not an image for me, I still cannot enter it through the door, 
while I can open the book which is here on this table. To the extent that 
the book is present-at-hand, we must therefore say that it presents [vor- 
stellt] itself to me. “Representation” here means: the book itself “places 
itself before me.” In opposition to a “making present,” the relation here 
is that of a “perceiving.” 

What is characteristic of perception? A participant says, oto0noic, 
and is then told that “with the Greeks, and precisely in the distinction 
between oo0noic and vénoic, hell has already begun.” What is impor- 
tant is the notion of “corporeality” [Leibhaftigkeit|: in perception what 
presences is “bodily” [/eibhaftig]. This answer is in turn another ques- 
tion: what is that “body” from which the adjective “bodily” is formed? 
The French translation says, “la chair," the flesh. But flesh, the body as 
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flesh, is what I myself am, it is my body [Kórper], my lived-body [Leib]. 
Do I somehow extend my lived-body (as flesh) to the Louvre? No, and 
this is precisely why the Louvre is only the mere object of a simple 
^making present" (which, incidentally, nevertheless always includes 
the possibility of bodily perception, although not accomplished). It is 
therefore the lived-body that utterly characterizes perception. This 
lived-body is something like the reach of the human body (last night, 
the moon was closer than the Louvre). 

—The word “body” that just appeared could jeopardize everything. 
We need to grasp the difference between “lived-body” and “body.” For 
instance, when we step on a scale, we do not weigh our "lived-body" 
but merely the weight of our “body.” Or further, the limit of the “lived- 
body" is not the limit of the “body.” The limit of the body is the skin. 
The limit of the "lived-body" is more difficult to determine. It is not 
“world,” but it is perhaps just as little “environment.” 

There is only ^world" where there is language, that is, understanding 
of being. From this followed a few reflections on the work of Karl von 
Frisch, who attempted to determine what the bee sees. What "seeing" 
here means is in question, if one admits, despite a well-established 
French tradition, that cows never see trains pass by.°8 


Everyone then observes that we have taken a certain distance from 
Hegel, but Heidegger recalls that “phenomenological exercise is more 
important than reading Hegel," which does not in any way prevent us 
from returning to Hegel and from recapturing what has been said until 
now. 

a) The Absolute is supposed to appear for humans — for conscious- 
ness. 

b) The fundamental character of human consciousness for the 
Moderns is that of a “positing.” 

c) ^Positing" (or positio) has several meanings. In contrast with “pos- 
iting” in the sense of “planting a tree,” there is 0Éo1g in the sense of "to 
have standing before oneself." 

From this we can understand the second moment of the grasp of the 
absolute by Reason: “Construction.” 


2. The Absolute must be “constructed” for consciousness. This con- 
struction is also termed "production." Let us precisely attend to these 
two terms. 

When Marx says, "Man produces himself, etc. .. . ,”°° it means: "Man 
is a factory. Man produces himself as he produces his shoes." But what 
does "Production" mean for Hegel? By no means that man produces 
the Absolute. Production is the figure of reflection's accomplishment. 
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In letting-appear, the Absolute is brought forth before consciousness, 
set alongside, that is, pro-duced. It is not a matter of a making, but 
rather of a “letting appear.” 

Construction, for its part, refers to architecture. The reason that rep- 
resents the absolute (representing in the sense of bringing forth) is a 
reason that constructs (in the sense of architecture). This thought goes 
back to Kant: Reason is “knowledge derived from principles” and, by 
nature, "architectonic."9 This means: it considers all knowledge as 
belonging to a possible system. 

To summarize: Reason “reflects” the Absolute. This reflecting is a 
bringing-before-itself, that is, a pro-duction. This pro-duction is a con- 
struction, whereby construction means: belonging together in the self- 
showing of the Absolute as a belonging together that builds together (a 
setting together).6! 

3. Final Moment: “Contraction.” This is now very easy to under- 
stand. Cum-trahere, this is drawing-together. Contraction is the “draw- 
ing together” of all the opposites to the highest unity of the Absolute. 

Through these connected determinations we now have a clarificat- 
ion of the reflection of Reason, which is the object of page 17/94. We 
reread the first paragraph of the section entitled “Reflection as Instru- 
ment of Philosophizing” until “this task involves a contradiction” and 
especially emphasize these last words.9? Reason contradicts itself; it for- 
bids itself what it wants. The origin of this “contradiction” is that “all 
production has the character of Bécs, of o$v0goig; thus the entire 
activity of Reason, as a positing, is something limited." This is why 
Hegel cautiously says: the Absolute is to be reflected. 

This contradiction must be resolved, otherwise the Absolute would 
not be “posited” but sublated. At this point on page 17/94, "sublation" 
does not have the positive sense that we just acknowledged concerning 
the characteristic feature of Hegelian dialectic. “Sublated” means here 
(page 17/94), if not that the Absolute would be "suppressed in appear- 
ing," at least that access would not be conceded. 

The end of the paragraph warrants particular attention, due to the 
introduction of the “non-conscious” [das Bewuftlose].$4 The non-con- 
scious immediately evokes Freud. But the difference is extreme, and 
not only because Freud says "the unconscious" [das Unbewufste] and not 
the “non-conscious.” The difference is that the Freudian “unconscious” 
does not belong "in consciousness" while for Hegel the difference 
between the “conscious” and the “non-conscious” does belong to con- 
sciousness: ^... constructed in consciousness as the Absolute that is both 
conscious and non-conscious. . . ." If the characteristic feature of con- 
sciousness for modern thinkers is “positing,” then it must be under- 
stood that “as conscious” means in this sentence “as posited,” and that 
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consequently “as non-conscious" means as “not yet posited, not yet 
sublated." Generally, Hegel's language is always to be understood as 
speculative language, and not as “normal” language. 

What is a speculative statement? How is it different from an ordinary 
statement? Heidegger takes as an example the statement: Deus est ipsum 
esse: God is being itself. This is a normal metaphysical statement, not a 
speculative one (contrary to what its “lofty” theme might suggest). We 
reach the speculative when the predicate of this sentence (being) is 
made into a subject, becomes subject. Namely: being is God. This is no 
mere reversal of the grammatical structure of the normal sentence. It 
has changed something, and, indeed, it is the meaning of "is" that has 
changed. The simple reversal would mean: being is God, like the simple 
reversal of "the rose is a plant" would yield "the plant is a rose." Yet it is 
not merely a reversal but a counter-blow, a counter movement of the sec- 
ond “is” upon the first “is.” Now, what does “is” mean when overturned 
in this manner? Meister Eckhart said: Istic-heit. Being is God, now 
understood speculatively, means: Being “istet” God, that is, Being lets 
God be God. "Is" speaks here in the transitive and the active. The 
unfolded Being itself (as it is unfolded in Hegel's Logic) first makes pos- 
sible (in a speculative recoil) being-God. 

The session ends on the silence created by the wind of speculation. 


Seminar in Le Thor 1969 


September 2 


The text serving as a basis for the work is Kant’s “The Sole Possible 
Proof for a Demonstration of the Existence of God” (1763), more pre- 
cisely, the “First Observation: Of Existence As a Whole.” 

This seminar aims to elucidate Kant’s text indirectly. Indeed, one 
must keep in view that Kant himself altered his interpretation of being 
twenty years later. 

The path our mediate elucidation will take is the question of being, 
the question concerning being, along with how it has unfolded from 
Being and Time to today. 

So we pose the question: what does the “question of being” mean? 
For, as a question, the question of being already offers numerous possi- 
bilities for misunderstanding—something confirmed by the continual 
failure to understand the book Being and Time. 

What does “the question of being” mean? One says “being” and from 
the outset one understands the word metaphysically, i.e., from out of 
metaphysics. However, in metaphysics and its tradition, “being” means: 
that which determines a being insofar as it is a being. As a result, meta- 
physically the question of being means: the question concerning the 
being as a being, or otherwise put: the question concerning the ground 
of a being. 

To this question, the history of metaphysics has given a series of 
answers. As an example: évépyeta. Here reference is made to the Aris- 
totelian answer to the question “What is the being as a being?” —an 
answer which runs évépyeta, and not some dnokeiuevov. For its part, 
the dnokeiuevov is an interpretation of beings and by no means an 
interpretation of being. In the most concrete terms, onokeíuevov is the 
presencing of an island or of a mountain, and when one is in Greece 
such a presencing leaps into view. ‘Ynoketuevov is in fact the being as it 
lets itself be seen, and this means: that which is there before the eyes, as 
it brings itself forth from itself. Thus the mountain lies on land and the 
island in the sea. 

Such is the Greek experience of beings. 

For us, being as a whole—t& óvto.— is only an empty word. For us, 
there is no longer that experience of beings in the Greek sense. On the 
contrary, as in Wittgenstein: “The real is what is the case"® (which 
means: that which falls under a determination, lets itself be established, 
the determinable), actually an eerie statement. 

For the Greeks, on the contrary, this experience of beings is so rich, 
so concrete and touches the Greeks to such an extent that there are 
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significant synonyms (Aristotle, Metaphysics A): và «oivópevo, TO 
ó10Éo. For this reason, it gets us nowhere to translate tà Svto literally 
as "the beings." In so doing, there is no understanding of what is being 
for the Greeks. It is authentically: tà ó&An0éo, what is revealed in uncon- 
cealment, what postpones concealment for a time; it is tà qouvópuevo, 
what here shows itself from itself. 

A supplementary question regarding the dnokeiuevov is then posed. 
How is the experience of a being different when it is understood as 
onoke(uevov from when it is understood as potvóuevov? Suppose we 
look upon a particular being, for example a mountain in the Lubéron.$6 
If itis taken as orxoke(uevov, then the no names a KATH, more precisely 
the kox& of a Aéyew «t koxà tivóg Of course, the Lubéron mountain 
does not actually disappear if it is spoken of as a ónokeípevov, but it no 
longer stands there as a phenomenon — no longer to be seen here as giving 
itself from itself. It no longer presences itself from itself. As ónoke(uevov 
it is that about which we speak. Here it is crucial to make a fundamental 
distinction in regard to speaking, namely by distinguishing pure nomi- 
nation (óvopáGei) from the making of a proposition (Aéyet tt xoà 
TOG). 

In simple nomination, I let what is present be what it is. Without a 
doubt naming includes the one who names— but what is proper to nam- 
ing is precisely that the one who names intervenes only to step into the 
background before the being. The being then is pure phenomenon. 

With a proposition, on the contrary, the one making the proposition 
takes part. He inserts himself into it—and he inserts himself into it as 
the one who ranges over the being in order to speak about it. As soon as 
that occurs, the being can now only be understood as onoxeí(pevov and 
the name only as a residue of the Gm6@avoic 

Today, when all language is from the outset understood as proposi- 
tion, it is very difficult for us to experience naming as pure nomination, 
outside of all katé&@aotc and in such a way that it lets the being pres- 
ence as pure phenomenon. 

But what is “phenomenon” in the Greek sense? According to the 
modern way of speaking, “phenomenon” for the Greeks is precisely 
what cannot become a phenomenon for modernity; it is the thing itself, 
the thing in itself. Between Aristotle and Kant there lies an abyss. Here 
one must guard oneself against any retrospective interpretation. And 
thus the decisive question must be posed: in what way are tà 6vta and 
Tà Qouvópuevo synonymous for the Greeks? Just how are what pres- 
ences and what shows itself from itself (what appears) united? For 
Kant, such a unity is simply impossible. 

For the Greeks, things appear. 

For Kant, things appear to me. 
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In the time between them, it has come about that the being has 
become an ob-ject (obiectum, or better yet: res obstans). The expression 
“object” simply has no correlate in Greek. 

For Hegel, Greek philosophy is interpreted as “merely objective,” 
which the Modern and Hegelian interpretations present as what Greek 
philosophy truly was. What Hegel thereby actually says is that the Greeks 
had not yet thought the subjective as mediation and hence as the core of 
objectivity. In this manner, while Hegel says something that in one way 
corresponds to Greek philosophy, he nonetheless obstructs access to the 
Greek meaning of being from the ground up. This is the case because 
the Hegelian interpretation tacitly suggests that Greek philosophy had 
not thought dialectical mediation, i.e., had not thought consciousness as 
the key to the becoming-phenomena of the phenomena. If he thinks in 
this way, and he does so think, then Hegel ultimately excludes himself 
from the Greek experience of a being as phenomenon. 

He further says that the Greeks did experience the immediate, but 
for him that means something negative, a poverty of those who begin, 
for whom the experience of dialectical mediation is still lacking. 

What has occurred between the Greeks and Hegel? 

The thinking of Descartes. Hegel says that with him, thinking 
reaches “terra firma” for the first time. What Descartes undertakes is 
actually to determine ground by firmness—therefore to no longer let a 
ground be as it is from itself. In reality, Descartes surrenders the ground. 
He abandons it for the sake of firmness. What sort of firmness is this? 
Where does the firmness of the firmum come from for Descartes? He 
says it himself: from punctum firmum et inconcussum.%’ Inconcussum, i.e., 
unshakable, namely unshakable for knowledge, for consciousness, for 
perceptio (with Descartes knowledge becomes perceptio). The human is 
henceforth placed into his position as representer. 

As we come back to the phenomena from here, the question arises: 
how are the qoivôueva possible? Answer: by GAGE. The Greeks are 
those human beings who lived immediately in the openness of phenom- 
ena — through the expressly ek-static capacity of letting the phenomena 
speak to them (modern man, Cartesian man, se solum alloquendo, only 
talks to himself). 

No one has ever again reached the heights of the Greek experience 
of a being as phenomenon. To gain an intimation of this, one need only 
consider the fact that there is no Greek word by which to say the being 
of the human in ó&j0eux. There is nothing close. Not even in Greek 
poetry, where the being of the human is nonetheless brought to its pin- 
nacle. Consequently, to name this being "existing" ... the word has 
become so common, that it is open to every misunderstanding. If there 
is no Greek word for this ek-static existence, it is not so due to a lack, 
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but rather an excess. The Greeks belong in their being to GAM6E10, in 
which the being unveils itself in its phenomenality. Accordingly this is 
their destiny: Motpa. 

Placing ourselves before the equivalence of meaning between a 
being and phenomenon, we ask: how does philosophy arise from the 
Greek residence in the midst of phenomena? To what extent is philos- 
ophy only able, and was only able, to emerge among the Greeks? From 
where does philosophy receive its first impetus, which sets it upon its 
way? Succinctly put, what is the beginning of philosophy? These ques- 
tions lead back to a main question: In the relationship of Greek 
humanity to beings, in the sense of what is unconcealed, is there some- 
thing that makes philosophy (as investigation into the being of beings) 
necessary? 

However difficult it may be for us to accomplish anew what the 
Greeks did when they thought the being as an appearing outside of 
concealment, as coming-forth-out-of-concealment (in the sense of 
Q0016), we nevertheless ask: what occurs in the fact of arising-into- 
dABera? What is at once co-named in the word @vetv? 

It is the overabundance, the excess of what presences. Here one should 
recall the anecdote of Thales: he is that person so struck by the over- 
abundance of the world of stars that he was compelled to direct his gaze 
towards the heavens alone. In the Greek climate,** the human is so 
overwhelmed by the presencing of what presences, that he is com- 
pelled to the question concerning what presences as what presences. 
The Greeks name the relation to this thrust of presence 0o Ge. 6? 

In extreme opposition to this, one can say that when the astronauts 
set foot on the moon, the moon as moon disappeared. It no longer rose 
or set. It is now only a calculable parameter for the technological enter- 
prise of humans. 

Clearly, what is decisive in all this is that the privation, the a of 
GAMOELX, corresponds to this excess. Privation is not negation. The 
more strongly it becomes what the word vet indicates, the more 
powerful is the source from which it springs, the concealment in 
unconcealment. 

Consequently, it must always be emphasized that the dimension of 
the entirely excessive is that in which philosophy arises. Philosophy is 
indeed the answer of a humanity that has been struck by the excess of 
presence — an answer which is itself excessive, and one which leads to a 
more precise formulation: that philosophy as philosophy is no Greek 
way of ek-sisting, but rather a hyper-Greek way [eine übergriechische 
Weise des Ek-sistierens ist]. With this, we can understand the second part 
of the anecdote concerning Thales, who is so struck by what he sees 
that he no longer attends to the common things before his feet and falls 
into a well. To summarize: the Greeks are involved with óA1j0e1x in 
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that they are usually occupied within GAMOELX. But it is with QAMOELX 
that the philosophers, those who are more Greek than the Greeks, are 
concerned, though admittedly not coming so far as to pose the question 
of &AN GEL (as such). 

So the question is posed: in which form and to what extent is 
GAGe1e visible to the Greeks? Answer: in the form of tò abt6 of voeiv 
and eivou, as expressed in the poem of Parmenides. 

This answer leads to the question concerning the Greek sense of 
knowing. In Greek, knowledge is named voetv and idetv—as both indi- 
cate being open for that which gives itself from itself. The correspon- 
dence of the Parmenidean 16 o016 with the Aóyog of Heraclitus is to be 
understood from this: both name that gathering in which being makes 
its address. 

And so the answer must run: for the Greeks óAj0gt is visible as 
Aóyoc, and Aóyoc means, much more originally than “to speak”: to let 
presencing [Anwesen lassen]. 

We took as our point of departure the question: what does "the 
question of being" mean? Because one understands it metaphysically 
as the question concerning the being of beings — and fhe former question 
has even led to this— the question concerning being as being has never 
been posed. 

We will attempt to confirm this by investigating one of the most 
prominent answers to the metaphysical question concerning the being 
of beings: that of Plato. 

The eióog is the being of beings, just as, in its Cartesian sense, the idea 
is such for the modern era. What is this £ióog as first answer to the 
Greek question: What is the being of beings? How is this answer to be 
understood from what we have considered up to now? 

That the being of fhis book should be an “idea,” that is straight away 
incomprehensible! For Plato, this book is a uj óv. Nevertheless, it is no 
ov« Ov, no nothing, no non-being, for it is there. But it is not a being, 
insofar as it is not that which lets it be as this being that it is. 

This book is only a particular way of making the book-essence [das 
Buch-Wesen] perceptible. The oùk óv must here be distinguished from 
the pi óv, negation distinguished from privation. Privation expresses 
itself through a lack, and this lack breaks out in the difference be- 
tween &ióog and etóoAov. This particular book is not £ióoc, but rather 
etóoAov. 

Certainly there are many books which are not fhis particular book 
and are nevertheless still books. What is the pure essence of the book? 
In what sense can it be said that the etôoc is the 6vtws öv? Where is this 
most extreme excess in the case of this book here? How does the Pla- 
tonic idea precisely correspond to what the Greeks named presence, 
ovoin? 
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To be subject to change, to alter oneself, this is to take distance from 
something previous: to absence. The idea alone is pure presence, pres- 
ence never absencing, a self-maintaining-making-present. This is what 
is there in excess: the presencing presence [anwesende Anwesenheit] — 
such is the 6vtwc dv. Nietzsche had the strongest sense for this, espe- 
cially in the text: "How the ‘true world’ finally became a fable" (Twilight 
of the Idols) .7° 

It is then to be remarked that "the being" for Plato must be under- 
stood much more in the verbal sense: being [das Seiend], than in the 
nominal sense: the being [das Seiende]. 

We must never allow ourselves to lose sight of the fact that the deter- 
minations of qoíveo0od and of the 60 are fully presented in the Pla- 
tonic eióog One is ever tempted to hear idetv in iéa, whereas what is 
primary is the appearance [Aussehen], the way and manner by which the 
thing is characterized, and not the view that one has of it, a view that one 
is only able to form on the basis of what the appearance first puts forth. 
Nothing is less Greek than what Schopenhauer says of Plato (meant is 
the statement about the desert that exists only thanks to my thinking of 
it); contrary to Schopenhauer, Aristotle says: Even if no man were to see 
them, the stars for that reason would shine nonetheless.7! 

What is said of the question of being in Being and Time? In Being and 
Time, the question, "What is a being?" is not asked, but rather, What is 
this “is”? 

Immediately one runs into a difficulty. In fact, if the “is” is, then it is 
a being! And if, on the other hand, it is not, then is it supposed to be the 
bare, empty copula of a judgment? 

One must come out of this aporia. From a purely grammatical point 
of view, "to be" is not only a verb, it is a helping verb. If, however, one 
thinks beyond the grammatical, one must ask: is fo be, as an infinitive, 
only an abstraction derived from “is” — or is one only able to say “is” if 
being is already opened up and manifest? 

For this reason, Being and Time addresses this question from the per- 
spective of the meaning of Being. 

Meaning has a very precise signification in Being and Time, even if 
today it has become insufficient. What does "meaning of being" mean? 
This is understandable on the basis of the “project region" unfolded by 
the “understanding of being." "Understanding" [Verständnis], for its 
part, must be grasped in the original sense of "standing before" [Vorste- 
hen]: residing before, holding oneself at an equal height with what one 
finds before oneself, and being strong enough to hold out.7? 

Here ^meaning" is to be understood from "project," which is ex- 
plained by *understanding." 

What is inappropriate in this formulation of the question is that it 
makes it all too possible to understand the “project” as a human perfor- 
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mance. Accordingly, project is then only taken to be a structure of sub- 
jectivity— which is how Sartre takes it, by basing himself upon 
Descartes (for whom óA1j0e1« as 620810. does not arise). 

In order to counter this mistaken conception and to retain the mean- 
ing of “project” as it is to be taken (that of the opening disclosure), the 
thinking after Being and Time replaced the expression “meaning of 
being" with "truth of being." And, in order to avoid any falsification of 
the sense of truth, in order to exclude its being understood as correct- 
ness, “truth of being" was explained by "location of being" [Ortschaft] — 
truth as locality [Ortlichkeit] of being. This already presupposes, how- 
ever, an understanding of the place-being of place. Hence the expres- 
sion topology of be-ing [Topologie des Seyns], which, for example, one 
finds in Aus der Erfahrung des Denkens; also see the text edited by Franz 
Larese: “Die Kunst und der Raum.” 


September 4 


Some additions were first made to the protocol of September 2. 

We have moved away too quickly from the distinction between 
onoxe(uevov and poatvóuevov. At that opportunity we did not suffi- 
ciently emphasize what it is that both are in relation to, despite their 
differences from one another: 

a) The qouvóuevov actually bears a relation to and always presup- 
poses as its horizon GAMOELX, an &Aj0eix, however, constantly under- 
stood already and in advance from Aéyew (as indeed by Homer; on this 
see "Hegel and the Greeks"7^). This first and decisive understanding of 
AMOL as the «Ahea of the Aóyog barred the Greeks from the possi- 
bility of thinking GAGE as à-Ai0et (as unconcealment); that is, as 
clearing [Lichtung]. Important here is that only the thought of the clear- 
ing of being is able to bring the necessary clarity to make the Aóyog 
itself understandable. 

b) The dnokeiuevov is the being (therefore the poivéuevov), but 
only insofar as it is explicitly viewed within a Aéyet «t xoà tivóg (a 
^saying something about something"). It is then remarked that, in a 
certain way, the Aristotelian investigation of language accomplishes the 
most original interpretation of language, one that was already domi- 
nant in the poetry of Homer (as epic poetry). In Greek, naming always 
already and in advance signifies making a proposition [Aussagen], and to 
make a proposition means to make something known as something. 
This understanding of language predetermines the region in which 
Homeric poetry moves (on this, consider the breadth of a word from 
Mallarmé: “Since the great Homeric errancy, poetry has entirely strayed 
from its course”?). 

Heidegger then emphasizes that for Hólderlin, on the contrary, to 
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name means to call, and in this way the thoroughly unpoetic nature of 
the Greek interpretation of language is established. And, nevertheless, 
there is no higher poetry than that in Greece! 

One thing is nevertheless certain: the conception of saying as the mak- 
ing of a proposition obstructs access to an understanding of the essence of 
poetry. As testament to this, it suffices to read Aristotle’s Poetics. 

The second point: we go once more into the distinction between 
etôoç and eiémodov and note that the essence of the lack that presences 
in the etémodov is to alter the presence of the eiS0g For Plato, the wood 
out of which a cane is produced is more an obscuring of the etôoç than 
a bearer of it. This becomes visible, for example, when, suppressing the 
cane-£ióog still further, I dip the cane in water: the cane then “breaks.” 
One can then say for Plato that the wood of the cane breaks the cane- 
eióog the result of this break is this particular cane here, a cane-image 
[Abbild]: un Sv. To conclude this addendum, it is mentioned that iog 
becomes uopoń in Aristotle (the uopoń includes moinotc); and that the 
vAn is the from-which for the pop (as is the wood for the cane-eióoc). 
In this Aristotelian analysis of beings, one clearly sees an emphasis 
upon poietic terminology. 


Resumption of the seminar: 

The previous session concluded with a recollection upon how the 
question of being was first raised in Being and Time. Now Heidegger 
intends to present the process of thinking that led up to the emergence 
of that work. 

He begins by naming the authentic name of the method followed: 
^destruction" — this must be understood in the strong sense as de-struere, 
^dis-mantling" [^Ab-bauen"], and not as devastation. 

But what is dismantled? Answer: that which covers over the mean- 
ing of being, the structures amassed upon one another that make the 
meaning of being unrecognizable. 

Further, destruction strives to free the original meaning of being. 
This original meaning is presence. This meaning governs all Greek 
understanding of being, without its knowing it. When Plato determines 
the idéo as övtæç öv, he establishes in a decisive way the being of 
beings as presencing presence [anwesende Anwesenheit]. 

In this determination of the meaning of being by presence, however, 
there is a temporal moment that lies concealed. The thinking that ques- 
tions after the meaning of being is thus required to expressly pose the 
question of the relation between being AND time. 

With this step, the question enters into a new difficulty: which time 
does it concern and how is this time to be thought? Now it is the case 
that in Physics IV Aristotle has written the fundamental treatise for all 
philosophical thinking of time. Can one relate the position of inquiry in 
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Being and Time to the Aristotelian investigation? No. Aristotle thinks 
time in departure from the Greek interpretation of being—which from 
the outset is founded upon a temporal determination (as presencing). 
Otherwise put, in regards to time Aristotle poses the question: what is 
time? — and in this way actually asks: what is extant [seiend] in time? — 
without regard for the circumstance that in this reduction, already from 
the start and surreptitiously, a temporal predetermination is operative. 

All metaphysics up to Hegel persists in thinking time always in 
departure from the leading interpretation of the being of beings. So, for 
example, with Kant time is conceived in the horizon of ob-jectivity 
[Gegen-stándlichkeit] as that which holds itself steady in the constant flow 
of the changing now. 

In metaphysics, and first of all in Aristotle, there is thus a genuine 
short-circuiting of the meditation upon time from which there devel- 
oped what Being and Time called the covering over of the meaning of 
being. Thinking must consequently attempt to further a new— non- 
metaphysical — way of thinking time, a way that is not surreptitiously 
governed by the ontological presupposition of the beinghood of time. 
The effect of this upon the metaphysical concept of time results in its 
being entirely concentrated upon what presences (actually only what 
presences is; and along with what presences, having-been and futurity 
are conditioned by a lack of being, they are consequences of uù 6vto). 

How is a non-metaphysical thinking of time possible? It is possible by 
way of an analysis of the temporality of Dasein. The essential character 
of this temporality rests in ek-stasis, which means in the fundamental 
resolution [Erschlossenheit] of Dasein for GAM6et. In fact, ek-stasis is 
nothing other than the relation of Dasein to &AM6e1, in which all tem- 
porality arises. 

Viewed in this manner, time is no longer a series of now-moments, 
but instead itself the horizon for the understanding of being. The ana- 
lytic of Dasein, in effect, provides the equipment that makes possible a 
delimitation of the sense of being in its non-metaphysical signification. 
With this, destruction achieves its goal. But it is now clear that the var- 
ious coverings of the originary sense of being maintain an essential 
relation to what they cover over. The history of metaphysics thus 
receives, from the ground up, another meaning. From now on, its var- 
ious basic positions can be understood positively as transformations of 
the original meaning. Each time new, they follow upon one another, 
belonging together in the unity of a single destiny —hence the name 
destiny of being [Seinsgeschick] to indicate the epochs of being. 

In the history of this concealment of being, which the history of 
metaphysics presents, thinking can pursue the history of being itself 
and consequently make a beginning with the next step along its path: 
the taking-into-view of being as being. 
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September 6 


This morning Roger Munier arrived for the first time. Heidegger 
wished to take up the seven questions concerning technology that 
Munier had raised here on September 11, 1966.76 

The seven questions read: 

1) In Gelassenheit you speak of a “power concealed in modern tech- 
nology."7 What is this power that we still do not know how to name 
and that is “not made by man"?7 Is it positive in its origin? 

2) In regard to this power, you seem to admit that one needs to, if 
not belong to it, then at the very least correspond to it in a certain way, 
if one is to take up the new relationship that this power introduces 
between human and world. 

In this context, what you say in “Hebel, the Friend of the House” is 
significant: 


We are errant today in a world which is a house without a friend, that is, 
which lacks that house-friend who in equal manner and with equal force is 
inclined toward both the technologically constructed world-edifice and the 
world as the house for a more original dwelling. Missing is that friend of 
the house who is able to re-entrust the calculability and technology of 
nature to the open mystery of a newly experienced naturalness of nature.?? 


What thinker can ever help us reconcile these two “realms” that 
have grown foreign to one another, and which ^with a constant accel- 
eration are racing even further apart": "the technologically dominable 
nature of science, and the natural nature of the . . . dwelling of man. "8° 

In a word, who would be able to determine the conditions of a new 
rootedness? 

3) “Releasement,” the comportment of "self-joining" [Sicheinfiigens], 
includes above all a cautious sheltering. It is an opening to the secret, to 
the unknown, which presents to us the technologically mastered world 
we are heading toward. Above all, itis a refusal to condemn this world. 
But there is still more to this. You explicitly say of this “other relation- 
ship to things" that the technological world which "demands of us the 
production and use of machines . . . is nevertheless not meaningless.”*! 
How do you understand this? 

4) In other words, how is the significance of technological objects 
to be determined? Does this meaning go beyond simply serving to im- 
prove the conditions of our material lives and thus even beyond our 
liberation for greater tasks? Do they have a significance in themselves, 
and if so which? 

5) If one only wished to consider the danger that is presented by its 
increasing expansion, could it not be said that this expansion itself, in 
its very excess, is the sort conducive to an attentiveness to the simple? 
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Will the rapid spreading of technological things not finally bring 
about an essential poverty, from which a turning around of the human 
to the truth of its essence becomes possible, even if by a detour of 
errancy? 

6) Or are we to accept that a new dimension of the essence of the 
human is to be discovered on the basis of the human’s experience of 
mastery over nature? The scientific interpretation of the world and of 
natural phenomena brings about a situation where everyday the 
human loses more and more of an already immemorial naturalness. 
But what harm does that do when it makes us attentive to what is indi- 
cated by these now and henceforth mastered world phenomena — 
when, as a result, other more original ways of expressing the secret are 
unfolded, something which the appearances attest to in their own way 
nonetheless? What significance are we to confer upon the new, unpo- 
etic vision of the world in which we live? 

7) In fact, everything advanced above rests on suppositions. We are 
not yet any further than when we first inquired into the meaning of 
this technological world, whose power grows daily. May we hope that 
this meaning will grow in clarity in harmony with the essence of the 
human, or must it remain of its own accord closed to us? How is that 
statement, according to which “the meaning of the technological world 
conceals itself,”*? to be understood? 

After the reading of these questions, Heidegger recalled that they 
were presented to him in writing three years ago and until now have 
remained unanswered. 

The time passed since then sufficiently indicates the difficulty that 
they raise. It is not easy to answer these questions. Perhaps it amounted 
above all to preparing the right position of inquiry presupposed by 
these questions; otherwise said: to unfolding the question concerning 
technology. 

Now it so happens that by a fortunate coincidence the work under- 
taken in the last two sessions at Le Thor was immersed in the theme of 
the text, “Kant’s Thesis About Being,"* in which the interpretation of 
being that lays in an unrecognized manner at the bottom of all modern 
science and its technological character is investigated. 

From the outset, then, we have a unified question where the mod- 
ern interpretation of being as position converges with the totality of self- 
evident presuppositions and this convergence nourishes, as it were, 
modern technological thinking. 

There is a text by Kant in which this unity expressly appears: the 
preface to the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science,8+ where the 
title already indicates the unity of the two regions. 

This preface, Heidegger remarks in passing, would be an exceptional 
text for a seminar: the problem of movedness [Bewegtheit] is taken up 


46 Four Seminars /81-82] 


there — a problem already central to Aristotle's Physics — but is no longer 
conceived by Kant in the table of categories, a noteworthy event and a 
sign of modernity. This amounts to saying that Kant did not unfold the 
relation of movedness to being. 

One can thus see, in a towering example, the difficulty of thinking 
together, or even in their relation to one another, the question con- 
cerning technology and the question of being— questions which are 
nevertheless inextricably bound up with one another. 

After the reading of the protocol from the last session, the actual 
seminar is resumed, with its elucidation of the expression "forgetful- 
ness of being." 

Usually one understands "to forget" in the sense of something falling 
away, as when one leaves an umbrella standing somewhere. Being is 
not forgotten in this sense. 

"To forget" and "forgetfulness" must constantly be understood from 
AON and ÉmAaväGve Boni — which excludes any negative character. 

As when, for example, Heraclitus says: qóotg kpónteo001 AE, 
“Self-concealment is the innermost essence of the movement of ap- 
pearing.” At this opportunity, a remark is made of the translation: quiet 
cannot be understood by “love” (when this is understood ontically as 
an occasional inclination). Puet here means: “is essential for... to 
unfold its own being." 

Hence, the fragment reads: "Emergence has as its accompanying 
necessity concealment." In the translation by Jean Beaufret: Rien n'est 
plus propre à l'éclosion que le retrait. Or better: Rien n'est plus cher à l'éclo- 
sion que le retrait. 

Such is the exceptional knowledge of @botc by Heraclitus. But what 
does @vo1g mean? What does this point to? 

Much more than to Natura—in which, despite the manifest stress 
upon nasci, concealment is completely lacking — 6616 points to óQuj0e1x 
itself. In this saying of Heraclitus, therefore, the thoroughly positive sense 
of "forgetfulness" still completely shines through. It becomes visible that 
being is not "subject to falling-out-of-attention," but rather conceals itself 
to the extent that it is manifest. After this was called to mind, the inves- 
tigation of the "question of being" is again taken up. 

According to the tradition, the “question of being" means the ques- 
tion concerning the being of beings, in other words: the question con- 
cerning the beinghood of beings, in which a being is determined in 
regard to its being-a-being [Seiendsein]. This question is fhe question of 
metaphysics. 

With Being and Time, however, the "question of being" receives an 
entirely other meaning. Here it concerns the question of being as being. 
It becomes thematic in Being and Time under the name of the "question 
of the meaning [Sinn] of being." 
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Later this formulation was given up in favor of that of the “question 
concerning the truth of being,” and finally in favor of that of the “ques- 
tion concerning the place or location of being,” from which the name 
“topology of being” arose. 

Three terms which succeed one another and at the same time indi- 
cate three steps along the way of thinking: 

MEANING—TRUTH—PLACE (160ç) 

If the question of being is supposed to become clarified, what binds 
together the three successive formulations must necessarily be dis- 
closed, along with what distinguishes them. 

First, truth. 

Let us observe that the expression “truth of being” has strictly no 
meaning when truth is understood as the correctness of a proposition. 
On the contrary, truth is here understood as “unconcealment,” and 
more precisely still, taken from the perspective of Dasein, as clearing. 
Truth of being says clearing of being. 

What then has happened in and through the alteration that lets truth 
take the place of meaning? 

First, what does “meaning” signify? Meaning in Being and Time is defined 
in terms of a project region, and projection is the accomplishment of Da- 
sein, which means the ek-static instancy [Inständigkeit] in the openness of 
being. By ek-sisting, Dasein includes meaning. The thinking that proceeds 
from Being and Time, in that it gives up the word “meaning of being” in favor 
of “truth of being,” henceforth emphasizes the openness of being itself, 
rather than the openness of Dasein in regard to this openness of being. 

This signifies “the turn,” in which thinking always more decisively 
turns to being as being. 

Now, what is the binding factor that unites meaning and truth (as 
unconcealment) and relates them to each other? 

The ordinary sense of meaning is signification [Bedeutung]. As, for 
example, in the title from Franz von Brentano: On the Manifold Meaning 
of Being in Aristotle. Here meaning is understood as a bestowing of mean- 
ing, which means the conferring of a meaning. Husserl, too, treats of 
“sense-giving” acts in the chapter of the Logical Investigations entitled, 
“Expression and Meaning. "86 

Nevertheless, Being and Time does not undertake to present a new 
signification of being, but rather to open a hearing for the word of 
being — to let itself be claimed by being. In order to be the there [Da], it 
is a matter of becoming claimed by being. 

But a question here announces itself: does being speak? And do we 
not already run the danger of degrading being into a being that speaks? 
But who decided that only a being can speak? Who has so gauged the 
essence of the word? Obviously these considerations lead directly to a 
new meditation on the word: On the Way to Language. 
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Indeed, in these remarks, one thing has come forth on its own: all 
our considerations take off from a fundamental distinction which can 
be expressed thusly: being is not a being. 

This is the ontological difference. 

How is this to be understood? Difference, Gtapop&, means to keep 
separate. The ontological difference holds being and the being together 
at a distance from one another. 

This difference would not be produced by metaphysics; instead it 
maintains and subtends metaphysics. Spoken in a Kantian manner, the 
ontological difference is the condition of possibility for ontology. 

Why is the ontological difference not able to become a theme for 
metaphysics? Because if this were the case, the ontological difference 
would be a being and no longer the difference between being and 
beings. Hereby it becomes evident that the Diltheyan project of a meta- 
physics of metaphysics is impossible. 

One can say in brief summary: the difference between being and 
beings reigns through all philosophy, fundamentally concealed and 
never thematized. But since the thinking of Being and Time sought to 
achieve the hearing of being as being, since accordingly the ontologi- 
cal difference becomes an explicit theme, is it not necessary to utter 
the strange statement, "being is not a being," which means, "being is 
nothing"? 

The statement is estranging in the sense that it says of being that it 
^is," while indeed the being alone is. Difference stubbornly resists the 
attempt to say it as difference; and being likewise resists the attempt to 
say it as being. 

Heidegger indicates that it is better here to give up the "is" — and to 
simply write: 


being : nothing 


Will someone not object, however, that these formulations, whose 
strange character we have just emphasized, in fact already arise in 
metaphysics? Does not Hegel say, for example at the beginning of the 
Logic: “Pure being and pure nothing are, therefore, the same"??? The 
task here is, first of all, to understand the statement correctly. Even 
more intently then: what relation could there be between being and 
nothing for Hegel and this formulation, to which the extra-metaphysi- 
cal grounding of the ontological difference as concealed source of meta- 
physics has led? In order to situate this question, the seminar now asks 
about the p/ace in Hegel's thinking where the above cited statement is to 
be found. 

It stands at the beginning of the Logic. This title actually reads Science 
of Logic [Wissenschaft der Logik]. The expression speaks from out of the 
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horizon of a knowledge [Wissen] (for which Hegel provides an image by 
saying that it concerns the thought of God before the creation). 

This knowledge has a precise philosophical meaning. It is no knowl- 
edge in the sense that the science of nature is a knowledge. It is con- 
nected much more with that knowledge which Fichte made the center 
and knot of his thinking in the Doctrine of Science [Wissenschaftslehre] 
(1794). 

It is that knowledge, which more originally than all objective knowl- 
edge, is a se/f-knowledge. With Fichte, the absolutizing of the Cartesian 
cogito (which is a cogito only insofar as it is completed as a cogito me cogi- 
tare) leads to ABSOLUTE KNOWLEDGE. 

Absolute knowledge is the place of absolute certainty, in which abso- 
lute knowledge knows itself. Only in this way can “science,” or the 
knowledge of knowledge, be understood—which now becomes an 
exact synonym for “philosophy.” 

The place where Hegel’s proposition arises can thus be precisely 
determined: it is consciousness [Bewuftsein], the place of its own con- 
scious being. The constitution of its own conscious being includes that 
there is only consciousness of an object insofar as consciousness, still 
more originally, is a being conscious of itself. More precisely, and here 
one recognizes the Kantian contribution to the Cartesian theme: any- 
thing certain arises from the mediation of self-certainty. Otherwise put: 
all knowledge of objectivity is beforehand a knowledge-about-oneself. 

Now it can be understood in what sense being for Hegel is the inde- 
terminate immediate. Across from consciousness, which is only con- 
sciousness of something insofar as it is first and originally a reflection of 
consciousness upon itself, being is the antipode [Entgegengesetzte] of 
consciousness. In respect to consciousness as mediation, it is the imme- 
diate. In respect to consciousness as determination, it is the indetermi- 
nate. Hence being is for Hegel the moment of the absolute alienation of 
the absolute. This is why the Nothing is the Same as being. It is to be 
understood that, starting from consciousness, the nothing is just as 
originarily grasped as being. 

In the lecture “What is Metaphysics?”8#8 the point of departure is 
from the outset a completely different one. The lecture does not actu- 
ally speak of consciousness [Bewuftseins] being conscious of itself, but 
rather of Da-sein. 

The last, most difficult step remains to be taken, for which, after 
more than two hours of work, the strength is beginning to wane: to ask 
about the difference between the experience of non-being [Nicht- 
seienden], of the nothing, in “What is Metaphysics?” and in Hegel’s 
statement. 

The session concluded with a reference to the sentence “Why are 
there beings at all and not, far rather, nothing?” which is first spoken by 


50 Four Seminars /87-88] 


Leibniz, taken up a second time by Schelling, and a third time in the 
lecture “What is Metaphysics?” 

To reflect upon the three successive versions of this sentence means 
to get underway towards a new understanding of being— with which, 
no doubt, it would be possible to discuss in its full scope the question 
concerning technology which opened this work session. 


September 7 


In Hegel’s statement, “Pure being and pure nothing are, therefore, the 
same,” the same words, being and nothing, are used as in the lecture 
“What is Metaphysics?” As a result, the question arises: how far is it pos- 
sible to use the same names inside and outside of metaphysics? On this 
point, Heidegger referred to the last page of On the Way to Language: 


We know that the possibility of an innate transformation of language 
entered Wilhelm von Humboldt’s sphere of thought, from a passage in his 
treatise on ‘The Diversity of the Structure of Human Language.’ As his 
brother tells us in the foreword, Humboldt worked on this treatise ‘lone- 
some, near a grave’ until his death. 

Wilhelm von Humboldt, whose deep, dark insights into the nature of 
language we must never cease to admire, says: 


“The application of an already available phonetic form to the internal 
purposes of language ... may be deemed possible in the middle periods 
of language development. A people could, by inner illumination and favor- 
able external circumstances, impart so different a form to the language 
handed down to them that it would thereby turn into a wholly other, 
wholly new language” (§10, p. 84). 


In a later passage we read: 


“Without altering the language as regards its sounds and even less its 
forms and laws, time—by a growing development of ideas, increased 
capacity for sustained thinking, and a more penetrating sensibility — will 
often introduce into language what it did not possess before. Then the old 
shell is filled with a new meaning, the old coinage conveys something dif- 
ferent, the old laws of syntax are used to hint at a differently graduated 
sequence of ideas. All this is a lasting fruit of a people's literature, and 
within literature especially of poetry and philosophy" (811, p. 100).8? 


This text indicates what possibility there is that a metaphysical lan- 
guage, without changing expression, can become a non-metaphysical 
language. Therefore the seminar begins with the investigation of both 
conditions for this transformation: 

1) "Inner illumination." 

2) “Favorable external circumstances." 
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First, what is required for such an inner illumination to occur? 
Answer: that being itself announces itself, or otherwise put, that the 
Dasein unfolds what Being and Time termed an “understanding of 
being.” The posing of the question of being as being in Being and Time 
amounts to such a transformation of the understanding of being that it 
at once calls for a renewal of language. But the language of Being and 
Time, Heidegger says, lacks assurance. For the most part, it still speaks in 
expressions borrowed from metaphysics and seeks to present what it 
wants to say with the help of new coinings, creating new words. Jean 
Beaufret mentions that in 1959 Hans-Georg Gadamer said of his 
teacher: “Hölderlin first set his tongue loose.” Heidegger now says, more 
precisely, that through Holderlin he came to understand how useless it 
is to coin new words; only after Being and Time was the necessity of a 
return to the essential simplicity of language clear to him. 

Second, in respect to the “favorable conditions,” two grave processes 
must now be examined: 

a) The decline and impoverishment of language itself, which is 
entirely obvious if one compares the neediness of spoken language 
today with the riches of language still recorded by the brothers Grimm 
in the previous century. 

b) This triggers a reverse movement that aims at setting the standard 
of language in the possibilities of computer calculation. The danger 
here lies in the fixing of language outside its natural possibilities of 
growth. 

Roger Munier remarked that it is already a basic characteristic of the 
language of information science that, by a reductive analysis of all data, 
it sets up a new and entirely bare structure which henceforth is to func- 
tion as the essence of language for all technological undertakings. In 
this way, language is robbed of its proper laws and immediately ren- 
dered conformable to machines. Obviously, the relation to language 
that makes possible such a process is determined by the conception of 
language as a mere instrument of information. 

As far as one may surmise, the external conditions today are unfavor- 
able. Between philosophy and this interpretation of language there is 
no longer the slightest common ground for dialogue. 

What practical consequences are to be drawn from this state of 
affairs? In other words: what remains for the thinker to do? 

The current seminar already presents a kind of response, and, 
Heidegger says, “that is why I am here." It is a matter for a few of us to 
untiringly work outside of all publicness to keep alive a thinking that is 
attentive to being, knowing that this work must concern itself with lay- 
ing the foundation, for a distant future, of a possibility of tradition— 
since obviously one cannot settle a two millennia heritage in ten or 
twenty years. 
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Instead of this, "philosophy" today is satisfied with running behind 
science, in misrecognition of the two sole realities of this age: the devel- 
opment of business and the armament that this requires. 

Marxism knows of these realities, but it also proposes other tasks: 
"The philosophers have in different ways only interpreted the world; it is 
a matter of transforming it." ? 

On the examination of this thesis, is there a genuine opposition 
between an interpretation and a transformation of the world? Is not every 
interpretation already a transformation of the world — assuming that 
this interpretation is the work of a genuine thinking? And on the other 
hand, does not every transformation of the world presuppose as its 
instrument a theoretical prediction? 

Which transformation of the world do we have in Marx? That of a 
transformation in the conditions of production. But where does pro- 
duction have its place? In praxis. And praxis is determined by what? By 
a certain theory, which casts the concept of production as the produc- 
tion of the human by itself. Marx therefore has a theoretical represen- 
tation of the human —a very precise representation, which includes as 
its foundation the Hegelian philosophy.?! 

Reversing Hegel's idealism in his own way, Marx requires that being 
be given precedence over consciousness. Since there is no conscious- 
ness in Being and Time, one could believe that there is something 
Heideggerian to be read here! At least Marcuse had understood Being 
and Time in this way. 

For Marx, being is the production process. This is the representation 
that he receives from metaphysics, on the basis of Hegel's interpretation 
of life as process. The practical concept of production can only exist on 
the basis of a conception of being stemming from metaphysics. 

Here again one finds the tight bond between theory and praxis, in 
which Auguste Comte saw two sisters. Sisters, perhaps, Heidegger says, 
but born from unknown parents! 

Today, what does one understand by theory? Is it a programming? 
Program: indication, anticipatory establishment, and communication of 
a plan. A concert program, however, is no theory of music. In Greek, 
theory is 8ewpio. Oecpío names residing in the gaze of being. 

In the Nicomachean Ethics? Oeœwpía is the highest type of human 
activity; from this, it is the highest human praxis. Jean Beaufret elabo- 
rates that what is characteristic of Bempta is to be divided into three 
npoyuoxeíon (activities). 

Where does theory emerge more recently in a fundamental sense? 
With Kepler's Cosmotheoros, which is followed by the Physics of Galileo 
and Newton's Principia. And what does this concern? Galileo says this 
plainly: Subjecto vetustissimo novam promovemus scientiam. The question- 
able matter is movement, which Aristotle had first made into a theme 
as such: 1) tod êvvéuer Svtos évteAéyewx f] TOLODTOV k(vnoíg £ouv.? 
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This determination which becomes for the Scholastics motus est actus 
entis in potentia pront in potentia, is for Descartes and Pascal an occasion 
for ridicule. They laugh about this, however, because there no longer 
stands in view for them what, on the contrary, showed itself for Aristo- 
tle in all clarity: the ktvnoic, movedness as phenomenon. This means that 
the &AM6era has disappeared, wherein the multiple ways of movement 
in their concealed unity could appear to Aristotle. Since Galileo, only a 
single one of these masters the entire field: the pop. But the signi- 
ficance of qopó has itself changed, for the concept of place (t6m0c) to 
which it is related, itself disappears before the positing of a body in a 
geometrically homogeneous space, something for which the Greeks did 
not even have a name. It is a matter of a mathematical project of nature 
on the basis of the homogeneity of space. 

Why this strange project? Because nature is to become calculable, 
since this calculability itself is posited as the principle of a mastery of 
nature. 

Where have we come to? The question concerning theory and prac- 
tice led us here. Setting up nature as calculable and to be mastered, in 
the manner of Galileo, this is the new theory whose peculiarity lies in 
making possible the experimental method. 

Indeed, what is the ontological significance of Galileo's and Newton's 
concepts of homogeneity, of the three-dimensionality of space, of 
change of place, etc.? This: that space and its characteristics are viewed 
as existing actually. This is the significance of hypothesis for Newton: I 
do not feign hypotheses, he says; there is nothing imaginary in them.” 

But what occurred later with Niels Bohr and the modern physicists? 
They do not believe for a moment that the atomic model projected by 
them presents a being as such. The meaning of the word hypothesis — 
and thus of theory itself —has changed. It is now only an “assuming 
that. ..," which is to be developed. Today it has a purely methodologi- 
cal meaning and no longer any ontological significance whatsoever. 
This by no means prevented Heisenberg from continuing to claim that 
he described nature. But what does “to describe" mean for him? In fact, 
the way of description is obstructed by experimentation; nature is said 
to be “described” from the moment that it is put into mathematical 
forms, the function of which is to yield exactitude while aiming at 
experimentation. And what is to be understood by exactitude? This is 
the possibility of identically repeating an experiment within the schema 
^if x...,then y." Experimentation thus concerns fhe effect. If the effect 
does not follow, the theory is altered. The theory is therefore essentially 
changeable and thus purely methodological. At bottom, it is no more 
than another one of the variable factors in research. 

This all leads to Max Planck's thesis about being: “The real is what is 
measurable." The meaning of being is thus measurability, whereby it is 
not so much a matter of establishing “how much," but ultimately of 
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only serving to master and dominate the being as object. This is already 
operative in the thinking of Galileo, which is even prior to the Discours 
de la Méthode. 

We are beginning to see to what extent technology is not grounded 
in physics, but rather the reverse, physics is grounded upon the essence 
of technology. 

Supplementary elucidations regarding effect: 

Effect means: 1) the result of that which is "previously posited" in a 
theory. 

2) The objective establishment of reality upon the basis of the arbi- 
trary repeatability of an experiment. 

The scientific concept of effect is explained by the proposition of the 
“Second Analogy of Experience" in Kant: “Everything that happens, 
that is, begins to be, presupposes something upon which it follows 
according to a rule.”® This “upon which" is to be understood expressly 
in the sense of simple succession and not in the sense of a from out of 
which. For modern physics, thunder follows lightning, and that is all. 
This physics ever only observes nature as a succession of things that fol- 
low upon one another, and no longer as a course of things emerging 
from each other, as was the case for Aristotle. 

What for Aristotle was a development [Auseinanderfolge] (the result 
of an emerging out of; &k-eic), becomes a succession [Aufeinanderfolge] 
(through the determination of the result as sequential) — this due to the 
fact that the first idea is only an “occult quality," brought into disrepute 
by the Cartesians, though nonetheless rehabilitated in a certain sense 
by Leibniz. 


September 9 


Heidegger begins with a few additions to the determination of the 
concept of theory, for which a start had been made in the previous ses- 
sion. He points out that the concept of theory developed by Newton 
and Galileo stands in the middle between 8ewpia in the Greek sense 
and the contemporary significance of the word. From the Greek inter- 
pretation, this concept retains an ontological view of nature, which is 
regarded as the totality of movement in space and time. Opposed to 
this, the contemporary theory gives up this ontological tendency; it is 
solely the establishing of the elements required for an experiment, or, if 
one prefers, the operating instructions for carrying out an experiment. 

On this, Jean Beaufret referred to Vortráge und Aufsátze: "The pheno- 
mena no longer appear, rather they are announced."?6 This “announc- 
ing," Heidegger explained, is to be understood in such a way that the 
theory of modern physics, however operatively it might proceed, cannot 
lead to a completely invented system. Instead, there must always be 
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reports from Nature. But these reports are no descriptions of nature. 
They are exclusively oriented toward the calculability of the object. As 
far as there is a description here, it does not consist in bringing into view 
the appearance of an object, but restricts itself to establishing something 
of nature in a mathematical formula as a law of motion. 

As an example, Heidegger takes the universal world formula, which 
Heisenberg had long worked on. Insofar as this theory is possible, it 
could not become a description of nature; it can be only a principal 
analogy: what one must take into account so that, in any event, one 
can count on something. But what is the fundamental determination of 
nature for physics? Is it calculability? Then there is still the question of 
what is calculable. Something like energy? Again, we first need to 
understand this word. Actually, modern experimental physics con- 
stantly searches for the laws of motion, just as Aristotle had. This would 
be the meaning of the fundamental universal formula, insofar as all the 
possibilities of movement in their infinite variety could be deduced. 
Heidegger now asks what the discovery of this formula would mean for 
physics. The answer runs: the end of physics. Such an end would 
entirely alter the human situation. It would place the human being 
before the following decisions: 

—either to open up to an entirely new relation to nature; 

—or, after the work of research is concluded, to settle into the mere 
thoughtless exploitation of the discovery. 

Here, more disturbing than the conquest of space, there appears the 
transformation of biology into biophysics. This means that the human 
can be produced according to a definite plan just like any other tech- 
nological object. In this context, nothing is more natural than to ask 
whether science will be able to stop in time. Such a stop is nevertheless 
fundamentally impossible. To be precise, it is not a matter of ascribing 
limits to the human desire for knowledge, of which Aristotle spoke. The 
reason for this event is far rather the modern relation to power, a politi- 
cal relation. In this regard, the emergence of a new form of nationalism 
must be thought through, one which is grounded upon technological 
power and no longer (in order to give an example) on the characteris- 
tics of a people. 

Here are the two hypotheses under consideration: the end of physics 
or the founding of a new relation to nature, assuming the discovery of 
a fundamental universal formula. Contemporary physicists object that 
the idea of this formula is very old—one had already come to believe in 
it at the end of the nineteenth century (Maxwell) —and that relativity 
theory has placed new obstacles in the way of its discovery. 

Jean Beaufret responds: It is less a matter of an ontic discovery than 
an ontological pre-discovery. Ontologically speaking, physics is already 
completed. 
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What is decisive, Heidegger adds, is to understand that physics can- 
not leap beyond itself. Such a leap can just as little be accomplished by 
politics, insofar as it lives today in and for the dimension of science. The 
most extreme danger is that man, insofar as he produces himself, no 
longer feels any other necessities than the demands of his self-produc- 
tion. Hence, we once again come to the question of the language of the 
computer. 

In these suppositions, the end of language and the end of tradition 
are equally visible. What is uncanny, however, is not so much that 
everything will be extinguished, but instead that this does not actually 
come to light. The surge of information veils the disappearance of what 
has been [des Gewesenen], and prospective planning is only a name for 
the obstruction of the future. 

As to the interest of America for the “question of being,” the reality 
of that country is veiled from the view of those interested: the collusion 
between industry and the military (the economic development and the 
armament that it requires). 

But the decision does not belong to humans. If this is to become 
clear, what is most important is the insight that man is not a being that 
makes himself—without such an insight one remains with the suppos- 
edly political opposition between civil and industrial society, and forgets 
that the concept of society is only another name, a mirror, or an exten- 
sion, of subjectivity. 

The Greeks had neither culture, nor religion, nor social relations. 
Greek history only lasted three centuries. But essential limitation, i.e., 
finitude, is perhaps the condition of a genuine existence. For the truly 
living human, there is always time. 

After these thoughts on the times, Heidegger returns to a question 
opened up in a previous session: how is Hegel's statement “Pure being 
and pure nothing are, therefore, the same" to be distinguished from the 
thesis of "What is Metaphysics?" concerning the relation between being 
and nothing? Being just as much as nothing are for Hegel the Absolute 
in its most extreme alienation. But for Heidegger? 

The identity of being and nothing is thought in departure from the 
ontological difference, but in what dimension does Hegel's determina- 
tion move, when seen from the ontological difference? Hegel's proposi- 
tion does not concern the ontological difference: it is an ontological 
statement, as the title of Hegel's work already shows. As such, it is sup- 
ported by the ontological difference. Actually the entire Logic is a unity 
of ontological statements which are stated in a dialectical-speculative 
form, whereby it is understandable that the Logic presents God's thought 
before the creation. But what does "creation" mean? Creation is the 
production of the world. In German: Herstellung; in Greek: noínoig 
Beings are created. Who does the production of beings require? One 
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must think here of the Aristotelian example of the architect. The archi- 
tect creates, in that he sets out from the eióog. Before the creation, God 
thinks the etôoc of the world, which means the totality of the categories. 
This is the meaning of the Hegelian ontology or "logic." As such, it pre- 
sents the ontology from which God takes the measure of his creation. In 
Kantian terms: such is the meaning of the intuitus originarius. 

Viewed from the ontological difference, Hegel's statement moves 
along one side of the difference: the ontological side. It has to utter the 
being of beings, which since Kant is the objectivity of the object. 

What occurs with the nothing in "What is Metaphysics?" From what 
place can Heidegger say: 


Being : Nothing : The Same? 


From a question concerning the essence of metaphysics, that itself is 
nothing metaphysical. Heidegger's word belongs neither on the side of 
beings, nor simply on that of being, it speaks from where the horizon of 
the difference itself becomes visible. If one will allow, the ontological 
difference is the condition of possibility for metaphysics, the place upon 
which it is grounded. 

But what is the theme of the Heideggerian proposition? It is differ- 
ence itself. Heidegger speaks of the difference, without holding onto it; 
thereby he has abandoned metaphysics. One can now ask, what is 
characteristic of the nothing just spoken of? If it is nothing negative, 
then by what is it distinguished? Heidegger says: it is a nihilating noth- 
ing [nichtendes Nichts]. The essence of the nothing consists in the turning 
away from beings, in the distance from them. Only in this distance can 
the being as such become apparent. The nothing is not the simple nega- 
tion of the being. On the contrary, the nothing in its nihilation refers to 
the being in its manifestation. The nihilation of the nothing "is" being. 

The intention of the lecture, held before a gathering of scientists and 
faculty, was thus: to show the scientists that there is something other 
than the object of their exclusive occupations and that this other pre- 
cisely first enables that very thing with which they are preoccupied. 

With this, the concluding sentence of the lecture, which poses the 
basic question of metaphysics, is clarified: “Why are there beings at all 
and not, far rather, nothing?" 

This sentence is none other than the question posed by Leibniz. But 
the Leibnizian answer is theological. It limits itself to referring to the 
supreme being, the creator of the best of all possible worlds. 

Heidegger's question, on the contrary, does not inquire after the first 
cause, but rather seeks to come out of the forgetfulness of being. It 
authentically says: how does it come about that you concern yourselves 
so much with beings and so little with being? 
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In human thinking, why do beings press into the foreground? Whence the 
forgetfulness, the nihilating nothing? In other words: what decrees the 
dominance of the “fall upon beings”? “Fall” is not to be understood on- 
tically as a falling away from (or as a plunge), but rather, ontologically as 
an essential determination of everyday Dasein. This ontologically under- 
stood “fall” is just the natural condition of Dasein, insofar as it is only 
able to concern itself with things, by not letting itself into being. But the 
concern with beings is possible and understandable only through a de- 
parture from being. If being necessarily remains unthematized in human 
life, if, in other words, the aim of Being and Time does not lead everyday 
Dasein to a thematization of being—something which would not con- 
stitute its ownness anyway—it nevertheless remains the case that 
“human life” as such would not be possible without the prior and unac- 
knowledged clearing of being. 

This is the meaning of the celebrated and yet misunderstood analysis 
of equipmentality in Being and Time. The equipmental character of the 
thing does not need to become thematized in order to exist, and never- 
theless, it is in the chair as chair that I am seated. 


September 11 


On the distinction between negating [Nichten] and denying [Ver- 
neinen]: is this covered by the Greek distinction between ovx and a? If 
negating belongs to the Greek où, then nothing signifies total nothing- 
ness (nihil negativum); beings are simply denied: there are no beings. If, on 
the contrary, one understands the nothing in negating according to the 
meaning of ifj, then it should indicate a certain defect in regard to being. 
But if being and nothing are the same, then the nothing in question 
cannot signify a lack. Therefore, one should not understand negating in 
a privative-negative way. It is a matter of something other, completely 
specific and unique. 

We keep the guiding statement ever in view: 


Being : Nothing : The Same 


Nothing is a characteristic of being. It is not a being, but this in a 
manner that is thoroughly different from the sentence: The being is not 
(which would be an ontic proposition). On the contrary, one says: the 
nothing characterizes being, this is therefore an ontological proposition. 
Viewed from the ontic horizon, being is precisely not some being; 
viewed from the categories, it is not. Otherwise said: insofar as the 
nothing and its negating are not understood negatively, being is some- 
thing entirely other than a being. It is essential to the participle form 
"nihilating" [nichtend] that the participle show a determinate "activity" 
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of being, through which alone the particular being is. One can name it 
an origin, assuming that all ontic-causal overtones are excluded: it is 
the event [Ereignis] of being as condition for the arrival of beings: being 
lets beings presence. 

It is a matter here of understanding that the deepest meaning of 
being is Zetting. Letting the being be, this is the non-causal meaning of 
“letting” in “Time and Being." This "letting" is something fundamen- 
tally different from “doing.” The text "Time and Being" attempted to 
think this "letting" still more originarily as "giving." 

The giving meant here speaks in the expression Es gibt [“There is"] 
(usually translated by “Il y a,” regarding which Heidegger explained 
that “Il y a" is too ontic insofar as it refers to the presence of beings). 

“Es gibt”: 

Es gibt, in Latin: habet. Constructed with the accusative it expresses 
an ontic relation. 

Here one must take pains to avoid possible errors. For as we have 
just seen, the expression “Es gibt" is not safe from an ontic conception. 
We note therefore: 

1) It is tempting to understand "Es gibt" as meaning "It lets [some- 
thing] come to presence." And through this emphasis upon letting 
come to presence, the giving in ^Es gibt" is ontically conceived. Hence, if 
I say in French: there are trout in this stream [I y a des truites dans ce ruis- 
seau], the “Il y a" is understood in regard to the presence of beings, to 
their presenting [Anwesung] —and the “to let come to presence" is 
already on the verge of being understood as "to make present." Heard 
in this way, the “Es gibt" is grasped ontically so that the emphasis lies 
upon the fact of being. 

2) But if the “Es gibt" is thought in regard to an interpretation of the 
letting itself, then the emphasis changes. 

Presence is no longer emphasized, but rather the letting itself. “Es 
gibt” then has the precise meaning: “fo let the presencing." Thus it is no 
longer the presence of a being which draws one's attention, but the 
ground which that being covers over, in order to make itself indepen- 
dent from it: letting as such, the gift of a "giving which gives only its 
gift, but in the giving holds itself back and withdraws.”°7 

Now a possibility is perhaps offered to find a way out of the insoluble 
difficulty which here tempts one to say “the impossible": "Being is." 
Perhaps one should sooner say, "There is being" [^Es gibt Sein"], in the 
sense of, “it lets being" [^Es läßt Sein"]. 

We can say, in summary,?? that three meanings can be emphasized in 
“letting-be.” 

The first refers to that which is (to the being). Over against this first 
sense, there stands another sense for which the attention is drawn less 
towards what is given (towards what is), than towards fhe presencing 
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itself. It then concerns an interpretation of being of the sort given by 
metaphysics. 

Within this second emphasis, however, a third has its place, where 
the stress is now decisively placed upon the Fetting itself, that which 
allows the presencing. Since it allows (releases?) presencing, which 
means that it allows being, this third emphasis points to the émoyr of 
being. In this third meaning, one stands before being as being, and no 
longer before one of the forms of its destiny. 

If the emphasis is: to let presencing, there is no longer room for the 
very name of being. Letting is then the pure giving, which itself refers to 
the it [das Es] that gives, which is understood as Ereignis. 

After the seminar reached this point, it attempted to make the word 
Ereignis understandable. 

The first remark makes clear that the French word avènement 
[advent] is entirely inadequate for translating Ereignis. The French 
translation proposed for "Time and Being" is again adopted; Ereignis: 
the appropriement [enowning]. 

It is then asked: what relation does enowning have to ontological 
difference? How is enowning to be said? How does it fit into the his- 
tory of being? Is being supposed to be the countenance of enowning 
for the Greeks? Finally, is it possible to say: "Being is enowned through 
enowning” [“Sein ist durch das Ereignis ereignet"]? Answer: yes. 

In order to take a few small steps into these difficult questions 
(which remain all too difficult as long as their understanding is not 
sufficiently prepared), let us first consider a few indications that could 
help us discern various and yet convergent paths of access to the ques- 
tion of enowning. 

—The most appropriate text for a clarification of this question is the 
lecture “The Principle of Identity," which is even better heard than 
read.” 

—An excellent way of approaching enowning would be to look into 
the essence of positionality [Ge-stell], insofar as it is a passage from 
metaphysics to another thinking (“a Janus head” it is called in On 
Time and Being'®), for positionality is essentially ambiguous. “The Prin- 
ciple of Identity” already says: positionality (the gathering unity of all 
ways of positing [Weisen des stellens]) is the completion and consum- 
mation of metaphysics and at the same time the disclosive preparation 
of enowning. This is why it is by no means a question of viewing the 
advent of technology as negative occurrence (but just as little as a posi- 
tive occurrence in the sense of a paradise on Earth). 

—Positionality is, as it were, the photographic negative of enowning. 

-Thinking enowning with the concepts of being and the history of 
being will not be successful; nor will it be with the assistance of the 
Greek (which is precisely something "to go beyond"). With being, the 
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ontological difference also vanishes. Looking ahead, one would like- 
wise have to view the continual references to the ontological difference 
from 1927 to 1936 as a necessary impasse [Holzweg]. 

-With enowning, it is no longer an issue of Greek thought at all, 
and what is most astonishing here is that Greek continues to retain its 
essential signification, while it is at the same time no longer able to speak 
as a language. Perhaps the difficulty lies in that language speaks too 
quickly. Hence the attempt to remain On the Way to Language. 

-In enowning, the history of being has not so much reached its end, 
as that it now appears as history of being. There is no destinal epoch of 
enowning. Sending is from enowning [Das Schicken ist aus dem Ereignen]. 

-Certainly one can say: enowning enowns being [das Ereignis ereig- 
net das Sein] but it is to be noted that for the Greeks, being as being was 
neither thought nor raised as a question. The return to the Greeks only 
has meaning as a return to being. 

—The “step back" (the step that retreats from metaphysics) has the 
sole meaning of enabling, in the gathering of thinking upon itself, a 
glance ahead to what comes. It means that thinking begins anew, so 
that in the essence of technology it catches sight of the heralding por- 
tent, the covering pre-appearance, the concealing pre-appearing of 
enowning itself. 

We will now attempt to bring into the open this pre-appearing of 
enowning under the veil of positionality. 

The beginning must be made by a return to the history of being. 
The various epochs of the history of being-the various and successive 
self-withdrawals of being in its destiny—are the epochs of the various 
ways in which presence destines itself to western man. If one considers 
one of these sendings, as it was destined to man in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, what does it consist of? 

The manner of this sending is objectivity [Gegenstándlichkeit] (as the 
objective being of the object). Now the further that modern technology 
unfolds, the more does objectivity transform into standing reservedness 
(into a holding-at-one's-disposal). Already today there are no longer 
objects (no beings, insofar as these would stand against a subject taking 
them into view) - there are now only standing reserves (beings that are 
held in readiness for being consumed). In French one could perhaps 
say: there are no longer any substances [substances], but rather only sub- 
sistances [means of subsistence] in the sense of "supplies." Hence the 
energy politics and the politics of agriculture, which indeed no longer 
have anything to do with objects, but rather with the systematic order- 
ing of a space within a general planning, directed towards future ex- 
ploitation. Everything (beings as a whole) from the outset arranges 
itself in the horizon of utility, the dominance, or better yet, the order- 
ability of what is to be seized. The forest ceases to be an object (as it was 
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for the scientists of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries), and be- 
comes, for the human—finally stepping forth in his true form as tech- 
nologist, i.e., for the human who a priori sees the particular being in the 
horizon of usability-a “greenspace.” It can no longer appear in the 
objective neutrality of an over against [Gegenüber]. There is no longer 
anything other than standing reserves: stock, supplies, means. 

The ontological determination of standing reserve (of the being as 
material supply) is not permanence (the steady persistence), but rather 
orderability, the constant possibility of being summoned and ordered, 
that is, the persistent standing-at-one's-disposal. In orderability, the 
particular being is posited from the ground up and exclusively as dispos- 
able—disposable for consumption in the planning of the whole. 

One of the essential moments in the way of being of contemporary 
beings (in disposability according to a plan-driven consumption) is re- 
placeability, the fact that —in a game that has become universal and 
where anything can take the place of anything else—every being be- 
comes essentially replaceable. The industry of "consumer" products and 
the predominance of the replacement make this empirically obvious. 

Today being is being-replaceable. Already the idea of "repair" has 
become an “anti-economical” thought. It is essential for every being of 
consumption that it be already consumed and thus call for its replace- 
ment. We have here one of the forms of the atrophy of the traditional, of 
what is transmitted from generation to generation. Even in the phe- 
nomenon of fashion, what is essential is no longer embellishment and 
adornment (fashion as embellishment has thus become just as anachro- 
nistic as mending), but instead the replaceability of models from season 
to season. A piece of clothing is no longer changed as soon as and be- 
cause it has become damaged, but rather because it has the essential 
character of being "the outfit of the moment in expectation of the next." 

In regards to time, this characteristic results in current affairs. Persis- 
tence [Dauer] is no longer the constancy of the traditional, but rather 
the continual novelty of incessant change. Did the slogans of May 1968 
against consumer society go so far as to recognize in consumption the 
current countenance of being? 

Only modern technology makes possible the production of all these 
economic standing-reserves. It is more than a fundamental condition, 
itis the ground itself and therefore its horizon; hence that artificial ma- 
terial which increasingly replaces the "natural" material. There, too, 
nature withdraws as nature... 

It is not sufficient, however, to determine these realities ontically. 
What stands in question is that modern man finds himself henceforth in a 
fundamentally new relation to being— AND THAT HE KNOWS NOTHING 
OF IT. 

In positionality, the human is challenged forth to comport himself in 
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correspondence with exploitation and consumption; the relation to 
exploitation and consumption requires the human to be in this rela- 
tionship. Man does not hold technology in his hand. He is its plaything. 
In this situation, there reigns a complete forgetfulness of being, a com- 
plete concealment of being. Cybernetics becomes a replacement for 
philosophy and poetry. Political science, sociology, and psychology 
become prioritized, disciplines which no longer bear the slightest rela- 
tion to their own foundation. In this regard, modern man is a slave to 
the forgetfulness of being. 

Through this, the state of affairs becomes visible (as far as it will let 
itself be seen) that the human is “used by being” [utilisé]. In the word 
^to use" [Brauchen] we hear an echo of the xpi of Parmenides and 
Anaximander. It thoroughly corresponds to "utilisé" but in the sense 
that one has need of that which one “uses.” 

Thus the human necessarily belongs to, and has his place in, the 
openness (and currently in the forgetfulness) of being. Being, however, 
for its opening, needs man as the there of its manifestation. 

For this reason the letter to Jean Beaufret!?! speaks of man as the 
shepherd of being—let us note that here for once the French speaks 
more clearly than the German: berger [shepherd] is the one who beher- 
bergt [héberge] (provides shelter [Obhut]).!°2 The human is the place- 
holder of the nothing. 

If being needs something of the human 's kind in order to be, then a 
finitude of being must accordingly be assumed; that consequently being 
would not be absolutely for itself, this is the most pointed contradiction 
to Hegel. For indeed when Hegel says that the Absolute is not ^without 
us," he says this only in regard to the Christian "God who needs 
humans." For Heidegger's thinking, on the contrary, being is not with- 
out its relation to Dasein.!° 

Nothing is further away from Hegel and all idealism. 


Seminar in Zähringen 1973 


September 6 


After the Thor seminars, the Freiburg seminar begins. Whereas in 
1968 and 1969 an access to the question of Being was attempted on the 
basis of Hegel and Kant, here such an access is attempted on the basis of 
Husserl. 

The point of departure is a letter from Jean Beaufret, in which two 
questions are raised: 

1) To what extent can it be said that there is no question of Being in 
Husserl? 

2) In what sense is Heidegger able to call his analysis of 
environment!” an "essential gain"! and yet claim elsewhere that it 
“remains of subordinate significance.” 106 

The work begins by the examination of the second question. 

The analysis of the worldhood of the world is indeed an "essential 
step" to the extent that, for the first time in the history of philosophy, 
being-in-the-world appears as the primary mode of encountering enti- 
ties. Better: being-in-the-world is discovered as the primary and irre- 
ducible fact, always already given, and thus radically “prior” to any 
conception of consciousness. 

Yet this analysis "remains of subordinate significance." To understand 
in what sense this is the case, one need only recall the “guiding aim" of 
Being and Time: "to raise anew the question of the meaning of being." ?? To be 
clear, one must then say: the analysis of the worldhood of the world 
within Heidegger's project is only the "concrete" way of approaching the 
project itself. As such, the project includes this analysis as nothing more 
than a means, which remains subordinate in relation to the project. In 
other words, to read paragraphs 14 to 24 of Being and Time for themselves 
(detached from the plan of the whole) could well be a fundamental mis- 
understanding with respect to the attempt made by Heidegger. 

One always needs, therefore, to return to the core of this thought, 
i.e., the question of being. The first question posed by Jean Beaufret leads 
back to it directly: to what extent can it be said that there is no question 
of being in Husserl? What does "question of being" mean? It means the 
question concerning the meaning of being. Heidegger explains still more 
precisely: after Being and Time, the expression “meaning” is replaced by 
“truth” —so that the question of Being, now understood as the question 
concerning the truth of Being, can no longer be taken as a metaphysical 
question. 
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Indeed, metaphysics investigates the being of beings. What is proper 
to Heidegger’s question is a view to the being of being [Sein des Seins], if 
one can express it in this way. Better: the truth of being, where truth is 
to be understood from preserving, in which being is safeguarded as 
being. In this rigorous sense, there is no question of being in Husserl. 
Indeed, Husserl considers problems that are more strictly metaphysical, 
for instance, the problem of categories. 

However, Heidegger indicates, Husserl touches upon or struggles 
with the question of being in chapter six of the sixth Logical Investigation, 
with the notion of “categorial intuition.” The first step of our work is thus 
clearly delineated: to understand in what sense the notion of “catego- 
rial intuition” is for Heidegger the focal point of Husserlian thought. 

The initial question is how did Husserl arrive at “categorial intu- 
ition”? To reconstruct this path, the place of categorial intuition must be 
precisely situated. The second section of the sixth Logical Investigation is 
entitled “Sense and Understanding.” Chapter six, which opens this sec- 
ond section, bears the title “Sensuous and Categorial Intuition.” One 
can therefore say that in order to arrive at categorial intuition, Husserl 
begins with sensuous intuition. 

But what is sensuous intuition? What is Husserl’s point of departure 
when he analyzes sensuous intuition? Jean Beaufret recalls at this 
point the celebrated Husserlian example: the “inkwell.” Heidegger: “Is it 
an inkwell?” No, it is not; in the context of Husserl’s reflection, the ink- 
well can only be apprehended as something else. To be precise: the ink- 
well only operates here as an object of sensuous perception. 

But what is the ground of the sensuous perception? On what is the 
sensuous object grounded, insofar as it is sensuous? 

The ground of the sensuous is what Husserl calls the hyle, which 
means, that which affects sensibly, in short, the sense data (blue, black, 
spatial extension, etc.). What is perceived sensibly? The sense data them- 
selves. Now along with these sense data, an object becomes visible in per- 
ception. The object is not given in the sensuous impression. The objec- 
tivity of the object cannot be perceived sensibly. In summary, the fact 
that the object is an object does not arise from a sensuous intuition. 

And yet this object is in fact perceived. In the language of the philo- 
sophical tradition, this object is called a thing. A thing is a substance. For 
Kant, substance is one of the categories of the understanding. This 
means, if we recall the “Copernican revolution,” that the thing is ad- 
justed in advance to the power of knowing, or that, in advance, the cat- 
egory “substance” brings the manifold of hyletic data into a definite 
form. Thus, through knowledge, which for Kant is the activity of bring- 
ing-into-form that is accomplished by the understanding, the object is 
posited as a synthesis of intuition and concept. 

In contrast with Kant, for whom the bringing-into-form is only, as 
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concept, a function of the understanding, Husserl will attempt to artic- 
ulate what Kant simply characterizes as the concept of form. Now the 
Kantian idea of intuition directly leads to the idea of a given to intuition. 
The expression of categorial intuition clearly indicates that the category 
would be more than a form. Indeed, categorial intuition strictly says: an 
intuition that brings a category to view. Or else: an intuition (a being- 
present for) which is immediately directed to a category. 

With the expression of categorial intuition, Husserl succeeds in 
thinking the categorial as given. 

I see this book before me. But where is the substance in this book? I 
do not see it in the same way that I see the book. And yet this book is a 
substance that I must "see" in some fashion, otherwise I could not see 
anything at all. We encounter here the Husserlian idea of "surplus" 
[ Uberschuss].!°8 Heidegger explains: the "is," through which I observe 
the presence of the inkwell as object or substance, is a "surplus" in rela- 
tion to the sensuous affections. But in a certain respect the “is” is given 
in the same manner as the sensuous affections: the "is" is not added to the 
sense data; it is “seen” — even if it is seen differently from what is sensi- 
bly visible. In order to be "seen" in this way, it must be given. 

For Husserl, the categorial (that is, the Kantian forms) is just as 
given as the sensuous. There is therefore a thoroughly CATEGORIAL 
INTUITION. 

Here the initial question returns: by what path did Husserl arrive at 
categorial intuition? The answer is unmistakable: since categorial intu- 
ition is similar to sensuous intuition (namely, as giving), Husserl reaches 
categorial intuition by way of an analogy. In an analogy, something gives 
the measure for the correspondence. In the analogy between the two types 
of intuition, what corresponds to what? Answer: the sense data are what 
gives the measure, and the categorial is what corresponds to the sense 
data. Categorial intuition is “made analogous" to sensuous intuition. 

What is telling in this analogy is that the categorial, the forms, the 
^is," are able to be encountered, that they are given accessibly — 
whereas with Kant they are only deduced from the table of judgments. 
For Kant, everything follows the guiding thread of the judgment 
(which comes to him from the logical tradition), without ever encoun- 
tering the fact of the category —that is, the fact that the category can be 
encountered just like something given to the senses. 

At this point, Heidegger cites the sentence: “I see white paper and say 
^white paper, thereby expressing, with precise adequacy, only what I 
see.”10? 

What is Husserl’s decisive discovery, and at the same time his funda- 
mental difficulty? 

I see white paper. But this is a twofold seeing; there are two visions: 
sensuous vision and categorial vision. The difficulty lies in the double 
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signification of seeing—a double signification that already governs 
Plato's philosophy. The difficulty consists in that if I see white paper, I 
do not see the substance in the same way "as" I see the white paper. 
Antisthenes already expressed this difficulty for Plato: à HAGtov, innov 
uèv Ôp®, innôtnto dé ODK OP. (^O Plato, I surely see the horse, but I 
do not see horsehood.”)!!° 

Once more: when I see this book, I do see a substantial thing, without 
however seeing the substantiality as I see the book. But it is the substan- 
tiality that, in its non-appearence, enables what appears to appear. In this 
sense, one can even say that it is more apparent than what itself appears. 

This is Husserl’s decisive contribution, which was an essential impe- 
tus for Heidegger. But precisely in what way? 

We must constantly emphasize that the only question which has 
ever moved Heidegger is the question of being: what does “being” mean? 
Now in the entire philosophical tradition (except in its earliest Greek 
beginning), the sole fundamental determination of being is that of the 
copula of a judgment— one which, as Heidegger remarks, is a correct, 
but nonetheless untrue determination. With his analyses of the catego- 
rial intuition, Husserl freed being from its attachment to judgment.!!! 
By doing so, the entire field of investigation is re-oriented. If I pose the 
question of the meaning of being, Heidegger says, I must already be 
beyond being, understood as the being of beings. More precisely still: in 
the question concerning the meaning of being, what I ask about [das 
Befragte] is being, that is to say, the being of beings; that towards which 
I am inquiring [das Erfragte] is the meaning of being — which later will 
be called the truth of being. 

In order to unfold the question concerning the meaning of being, 
being must be given in order to inquire after its meaning. Husserl’s 
achievement consists in just this making present of being, which is phe- 
nomenally present in the category. Through this achievement, Heideg- 
ger adds, I finally had the ground: “being” is no mere concept, no pure 
abstraction arising by way of deduction. The point that Husserl does not 
cross, however, is this: after having reached, as it were, being as given, 
he does not inquire any further into it. He does not unfold the question: 
^what does being mean?" For Husserl, there was not the slightest pos- 
sibility of a question, since for him it goes without saying that "being" 
means being-object. 

Here it is not Husserl, but Heidegger who brings a decisive character- 
ization: objectivity is a mode of presence. Precisely stated, objectivity is 
being-present in the dimension or "space" of subjectivity, whether it is 
a matter of (with Kant) the subjectivity of a finite subject, or (with 
Hegel) the subjectivity of the absolute subject, who, in the knowledge 
of itself, penetrates the object just as much as the subject, as well as the 
relation between the two. 
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But from what standpoint can Heidegger make this characterization? 
From a questioning and thorough thinking of Plato and Aristotle. 
Indeed, in Plato and Aristotle’s texts, for those who know that being is 
not an abstract concept, there is the first determination of the being of 
beings, a fundamental determination for the entirety of philosophical 
thinking: being, that is, presencing. Neither Plato nor Aristotle put into 
question this determination, which for them is simply manifest. 

The entire history of metaphysics is organized from here as the suc- 
cession of the various fundamental figures of the being of beings, on 
the basis of the original determination where “being” is apprehended as 
nopovoía. 

Thus the entire history of metaphysics proves itself to be the history 
of the being of beings. 

Accordingly, one is at first glance in an apparently ambiguous rela- 
tionship with the history of metaphysics: 

— On the one hand, metaphysics never asks about anything other 
than being; 

— On the other hand, it never asks about the meaning of being. 

From this ambiguity arises the temptation to take philosophy as pos- 
ing, at each of its epochs, the fundamental question concerning the 
meaning of being. In the perspective of the work to come, Heidegger 
invites the participants of the seminar to reflect on the question: Can 
one say that the question concerning the meaning of being was ever 
posed in the entire history of philosophy? We cannot be satisfied in 
simply answering that it has never occurred. 

The session ends with a return to the Husserlian idea of the "sensibly 
given” —this time in the perspective of what these givens become in 
Being and Time. 

Being and Time no longer speaks of consciousness. Consciousness is 
plain and simply set aside — for Husserl this was a pure scandal! Instead 
of "consciousness" we find Dasein. But what does Dasein mean? And 
which is grounded in the other? 

We need to inquire here into the meaning of consciousness [Bewufst- 
sein]. In consciousness, there is knowing [Wissen], which is related to 
videre, in the sense that knowing is having-seen. Consciousness moves 
in the domain of sight, where it is illuminated by the /umen naturale. 
What does the light “do”? It brings clarity. And what does clarity make 
possible? First and foremost, that I can encounter things. The French 
verb regarder (to look at) is here very telling. Regarder indeed means 
garder, to preserve, to safe-guard [ge-wahren; re-garder], in the sense of 
letting what I am looking at come near me. 

What is the basis of this having-seen for any consciousness? The fun- 
damental possibility for the human being to traverse an open expanse 
in order to reach the things. 
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This being-in-an-open-expanse is what Being and Time called 
(Heidegger even adds: “very awkwardly and in an unhelpful way”) 
Dasein. 

Dasein must be understood as being-the-clearing. The Da is namely 
the word for the open expanse. 

We can see clearly here that consciousness is rooted in Dasein, and 
not the other way around. 

Consciousness and Dasein [Bewuftsein und Dasein]: both words con- 
tain the verb “being” [Sein]. Today's seminar closes with the question: 
what is the meaning of being in consciousness and Dasein? This is the 
task for tomorrow. 


II 


Today's session, Friday September 7, 1973, begins with the reading 
of the protocol. 

Thereafter, Heidegger notes that many additions could be made to 
what was discussed the first day. But his concern in this seminar is some- 
thing quite other. This is why he will restrict himself to two observa- 
tions, with the goal of avoiding any over-simplification. 

With respect to Kant, mention was made yesterday of an abstract 
deduction of categories. Heidegger questions: is there not in the Kantian 
doctrine something more and other than abstraction and deducability, 
in regard to the ways in which these are understandable and perceiv- 
able? Jean Beaufret mentions here the "schematism." In the schema- 
tism, Kant brings the categories and time into a relation, which is — Hei- 
degger says in passing — the Kantian way of discussing being and time. 

With respect now to Husserl, Heidegger asks in what context the Log- 
ical Investigations come to categorial intuition. It is important to note that 
it is not in the context of an elaboration of the problem of categories — 
that is, the metaphysical problem of being. On the contrary, the relation 
of analogy between understanding and sensibility forms this context, 
each understood in that unity where the constitution of the object as 
object of experience becomes possible. It is thus a problematic of the 
theory of experience—through which Husserl again continues the 
Kantian heritage. 

Within this context, Heidegger emphasizes, categorial intuition 
appears without in any way arising from an explicit ontological the- 
matic. 

These two remarks, as we can see, rectify yesterday's discussion, or 
better, they prevent us from understanding it in a unilateral fashion. 
The fact that in Kant the categories are deduced in no way implies that 
the categorial is abstracted in isolation from any possible “concrete- 
ness." The fact that the categorial is immediately and concretely 
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encountered in Husserl, in no way means that Husserl can unfold the 
question of the truth of being. 

This clarification made, the projected course of the seminar can 
resume, with a return to the question posed at the end of the last ses- 
sion: What is the relation between consciousness [Bewuft-sein] and 
Dasein (better yet: between the being-of-consciousness and being-the- 
there-of-the-open-expanse)? 

For an appropriate discussion of the question, the meaning of the 
verb “to be” in both words must be clarified. In French, the word con- 
science is not composed with the verb “to be.” Nonetheless conscience 
includes a character of being. Which one? When I say: “I am con- 
scious,” there is said along with this: I am conscious of myself. The 
being-conscious-of-oneself, this being-character of consciousness, is 
determined by subjectivity. But subjectivity itself is not questioned in 
regards to its being; since Descartes, it is the fundamentum inconcussum. 
In the entirety of modern thought, stemming from Descartes, subjectiv- 
ity thus constitutes the barrier to the unfolding of the question of being. 

If we inquire into the character of the presence [Gegenwartigkeit] that 
reigns in the “making-present-to-oneself,” which every consciousness 
is, we must admit that this making-present-to-oneself takes place in 
immanence. Whatever I am conscious of, it is present to me—which 
means: it is in subjectivity, in my consciousness. 

If one adds intentionality to consciousness, then the intended object 
still has its place in the immanence of consciousness. 

In Being and Time, on the contrary, the “thing” has its place no longer 
in consciousness, but in the world (which again is itself not immanent to 
consciousness). 

Thus, despite intentionality, Husserl remains trapped in immanence 
—and the consequence of this position are the Méditations cartésiennes. 

Certainly, Husserl’s fundamental position is a step ahead of neo-Kan- 
tianism, in which the object is no longer a sensuous multiplicity orga- 
nized by the concepts of the understanding. With Husserl, the object 
retrieves its proper consistency; Husserl saves the object, but by situat- 
ing it in the immanence of consciousness. 

With Husserl, the sphere of consciousness is not challenged, much 
less shattered. Heidegger adds: one cannot, in fact, shatter it as long as 
one starts from the ego cogito; for it is the basic constitution of the ego 
cogito (just as with the monad in Leibniz) to have no windows from 
which something could either enter or exit. In this way, the ego cogito is 
an enclosed space. The idea of “exiting” this enclosed space is itself con- 
tradictory. This is why one needs to start from something other than the 
ego cogito. 

Heidegger's point of departure is simply other. One could even call it, 
at first glance, less refined: When I look at the inkwell, he says, I take it 
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itself into view, the inkwell itself, without reference to some hyletic 
data and categories. It is an issue of undergoing a fundamental experi- 
ence with the thing itself. It is impossible to undergo such an experi- 
ence by starting from consciousness. For such an experience, one needs 
a domain other than consciousness. It is this other domain that was 
called Da-sein. 

Now, what does the word "being" mean when one speaks of Da- 
sein? In contrast with the immanence to consciousness expressed by 
^being" in consciousness [Bewusst-sein], "being" in Da-sein says being- 
outside-of. ... The domain in which everything that can be termed a 
thing is encounterable as such is a region which grants the possibility 
for that thing to manifest itself “outside.” The being in Da-sein must 
preserve an "outside." This is why the mode of being of Dasein is char- 
acterized in Being and Time by ek-stasis. Da-sein thus rigorously means: 
ek-statically being the there. 

Immanence, here, is broken through and through. 

Dasein is essentially ek-static. One must understand this ek-static 
character not only with respect to that which presences, in the sense of 
what holds its place over against us, but also as ek-stasis in relation to 
the past, to the present, and to the future. 

In the expression Da-sein, "being" thus means the ek-stasis of ek-sis- 
tence. 

Here it is important to recognize the impetus that Heidegger received 
from the Husserlian notion of intentionality. After receiving this impe- 
tus, Heidegger's work consisted in the investigation of what is originally 
contained in intentionality. Now, to think intentionality through to its 
ground means: to ground it in the ek-stasis of Da-sein. In a word, one 
needs to recognize that consciousness is grounded in Da-sein. 

Today, Heidegger adds, I would formulate this relation differently. I 
would no longer speak simply of ek-stasis, but of instancy in the clear- 
ing [Instándigkeit in der Lichtung]. This expression must in turn be under- 
stood as the unity of two senses: 

—standing in the three ek-stases. 

— guarding and maintaining being through the entirety of Dasein. 

Thus, the radically different senses of being in consciousness and Da- 
sein are clarified. From this, one can measure to what extent, in a 
thought centered on Da-sein, the status of all that it encounters is trans- 
formed. From now on, man is ek-statically face to face with what is as 
such — and no longer with the mediation of a representation (which, by 
definition, presents a shadow of what is). Heidegger explains by posing 
the question: when, in my memory, I think of René Char at the Bus- 
clats, who or what is thereby given to me? 

René Char himself! And not God knows what "image" through 
which I would be mediately related to him. 
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This is so simple that it is extremely difficult to explain philosophi- 
cally. Basically, Heidegger adds, it is not yet understood at all. A partici- 
pant in the seminar intervenes: is not the passage from consciousness to 
Dasein originally the “revolution of the mode of thinking” of which Kant 
spoke, or the “reversal of all modes and forms of representation” of 
which Hölderlin spoke?!'? Heidegger rectifies: It would be better to speak 
of a revolution of the location of thinking. Further, instead of “revolu- 
tion," this should be understood simply as displacement [Ortsverlegung], 
in that original sense in which the thought engaged in Being and Time 
displaces what philosophy has placed in consciousness. It is then noted 
that it is philosophy that, situating the place in consciousness, dis-places 
[verlegt] everything, by replacing what Heidegger calls Da-sein by that self- 
enclosed place which is consciousness. Here finally the relation between 
consciousness and Da-sein is presented in its full scope. Here one can 
understand what it means to say that consciousness is grounded in 
Da-sein. 

At this point, recalling the text “My Way Into Phenomenology,”!!3 
Heidegger returns to Husserl. He underlines that Husserl's philosophical 
point of departure was Franz Brentano, the author of Psychology from an 
Empirical Standpoint. Now, my own point of departure, he remarks, was 
the same Franz Brentano — but not this work of 1874; it was far rather 
in On the Manifold Meaning of Being in Aristotle (1862, Freiburg) that 
Heidegger learned to read philosophy. A strange and significant common- 
ality between Husserl and Heidegger, who both took their first steps 
with the same philosopher, but not with the same book. My Brentano, 
Heidegger says with a smile, is the Brentano of Aristotle! 

Why stress this difference? To clarify the difference between Greek 
thought and the scholastic-modern thought. All the attempts to pre- 
cisely situate this difference must take the utmost care and employ rig- 
orous terminology. Thus, Heidegger reports, Romano Guardini sought 
to name the particularity of Greek thought and spoke of a thought 
^more objective" than modern thought. Now, this term "objectivity" 
can in no way characterize Greek thought. First, there is no word in 
Greek that says “what stands against" [Gegenstand] — “object.” For Greek 
thought, there is no object, but instead that which, from itself, pres- 
ences. 

On the question as to whether, despite everything, one could under- 
stand object in the above named sense, Heidegger answers that it is 
impossible, since the object is constituted by representation. The repre- 
sentation, namely, that is prior in regards to the object, posits the object 
across from it, in such a way that the object is never able to first pres- 
ence from itself. 

One must therefore leave the domain of consciousness and its repre- 
sentations if one wants to think what the Greeks thought. 
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To leave the region of consciousness and attain that of Da-sein: and 
thus to see that, understood as Da-sein (that is, from the ek-static), the 
human only exists in coming from itself to what is wholly other than 
itself, in coming to the clearing of being. 

This clearing — Heidegger points to the difficulty here of saying this — 
this free dimension, is not the creation of man, it is not man. On the 
contrary, it is that which is assigned to him, since it is addressed to him: 
it is that which is destined to him. 

On this point, Heidegger refers to the essay on "The Origin of the 
Work of Art" and to the discussions of the Fourfold, for instance in the 
lecture “The Thing," in Vorträge und Aufsätze.\" It is essential to see that, 
in its new location, thinking abandons from the outset the primacy of 
consciousness, along with its consequence, the primacy of man. It was 
already said in "The Letter on Humanism," in reference to a statement 
from Sartre (“Précisément nous sommes sur un plan où il y a seulement des 
hommes" ^): "Instead of this, thought from Being and Time, we should 
say: précisément nous sommes sur un plan où il y a principalement l'Étre." V6 

This is to be shown in the next step of the work, and, indeed, from a 
position of extreme opposition. Heidegger opens the volume of Marx's 
Early Writings and reads the following sentence, taken from the “Con- 
tribution to the critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right": “To be radical is 
to grasp the root of the matter. But for man the root is man himself."!!7 

Marxism as a whole rests upon this thesis, Heidegger explains. Indeed, 
Marxism thinks on the basis of production: social production of society 
(society produces itself) and the self-production of the human being as a 
social being. Thinking in this manner, Marxism is indeed the thought of 
today, where the self-production of man and society plainly prevails. 

I would like to maintain, or rather presume, Heidegger says, that the 
self-production of man raises the danger of self-destruction. 

What are we witnessing, in truth? What is it that reigns today, deter- 
mining the reality of earth as a whole? 

The imperative of progress. This imperative of progress demands an 
imperative of production that is combined with an imperative of ever- 
new needs. The imperative of ever-new needs is of such a sort that 
everything which is imperatively new is likewise immediately obsolete 
and outmoded, replaced by something “even newer," and so forth. In 
this rush, every possibility of tradition is broken. What has been can no 
longer be present — except in the form of the outmoded, which as a result 
is entirely inconsequential. 

If it is granted that it is man who brings about all of this, the question 
arises: Could man ever break the domination of these imperatives him- 
self? 

Marxism and sociology name the constraints of today's reality 
“imperatives.” 
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Heidegger gathers them under the name of positionality [Ge-stell]. 
Positionality is the gathering, the totality of all the modes of positing 
which are imposed upon the human being to the extent that it ek-sists 
today. Thus positionality is in no way the product of human machina- 
tion. It is, on the contrary, the most extreme form of the history of 
metaphysics, that is, of the destiny of being. Within this destiny, man 
has gone from the epoch of objectivity to that of orderability: in such 
an epoch, which is now ours, everything and every means of calcula- 
tion are constantly at the disposal of an ordering. Strictly speaking, 
there are no longer objects; only “consumer goods" at the disposal of 
every consumer, who is himself situated in the market of production 
and consumption. 

According to Marx, the man who is for himself his own root is in- 
deed the man of this production and of the consumption that belongs 
to it. This is the man of our present. 

But man understood as Da-sein, ek-static instancy in the clearing 
of being, stands the proposition of the Marxian statement on its head. 
Can one then say that for Heidegger it is Da-sein that would be the root 
of man? No. The concept of "root" makes it impossible to express the 
relation of man to being. 

We return to the question mentioned earlier: the man of the times, 
the man who understands himself and acts as the producer of all “real- 
ity," the man who finds himself today caught in the increasingly con- 
straining network of the socio-economic "imperatives" (which are, 
seen from the history of being, the precipitates of positionality), can 
that man himself produce the means of working a way out of the pres- 
sure of the “imperatives”? 

How could he manage this without surrendering his own determina- 
tion as producer ? And is such a surrender possible in the horizon of to- 
day's reality? What would such a renunciation signify? It would mean 
renouncing progress itself, committing to a general restriction of con- 
sumption and production. A simple and immediately intuitive example: 
in the perspective of this renunciation, "tourism" would no longer be 
possible, instead one would restrict oneself and remain at home. 

Now is there still, in these times, something like an “at home," a 
dwelling, an abode? No, there are “dwelling machines,” urban popula- 
tion centers, in short: the industrialized product, but no longer a home. 

AII these questions we are considering, Heidegger notes, engage to- 
day's reality. This seminar, with its seemingly specialized point of de- 
parture, in truth confronts the ultimate decisions that this reality com- 
pels us to take up. 

For, if one attentively followed what emerged when we opposed the 
attempt to think of man on the basis of Da-sein against the philosophi- 
cal determination of man as consciousness, it becomes clear that to the 
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surrender of the primacy of consciousness in favor of a new domain- 
that of Dasein- there corresponds the fact that there is only one pos- 
sibility for man to join this new domain: that of stepping into it, enter- 
ing it, in order to stand in a relation to what is not man, in that man 
receives his determination from there. 

The entry into this domain is not produced by the thought under- 
taken by Heidegger. To believe thinking capable of changing the place 
of man would still conceive of it on the model of production. 

Therefore? 

Therefore, let us say cautiously that thinking begins to prepare 
the conditions for such an entry. In other words, Heidegger says, this 
thinking above all prepares man for the possibility of corresponding to 
such an entry. 


III 


Today's session, Saturday, September 8, 1973, opens with the read- 
ing of the protocol. 

Heidegger first wishes to make a few additions to yesterday's work: 

1) First with respect to what was said regarding the “imperatives”: 
in German, "Zwang" [imperative] belongs to "zwingen" (to necessitate, 
to do violence to [to compel]). 

This sociological or anthropological way of speaking, Heidegger 
stresses, despite the undeniable results of the analyses it allows,!!* 
nonetheless leaves the very notion of “imperative” undetermined in its 
ontological character. 

Now, I find the ontological determination of imperative, Heidegger 
continues, in positionality [Ge-stell]. 

What is positionality? First, from a strictly linguistic point of view, it 
has the following meanings: 

In the Ge- one hears the gathering, the unification, the bringing to- 
gether of all the modes of positing. Let us be more precise about the pos- 
iting. Heidegger says: the meaning of positing is here that of a challeng- 
ing. It is in this sense that one can say: “Nature is set upon [hin gestellt] to 
yield energy" or: nature is compelled [gezwungen] to deliver its energy. 
The meaning is that of a being held to something, whereby that which 
is held to something is at the same time forced to adopt a certain form, 
to play a role, a role to which it is henceforth reduced. Nature, held 
to delivering its energy, henceforth appears as a "reserve of energy." 

But, Heidegger immediately amends, as soon as nature is posed [gest- 
ellt| to deliver its energy, man is set [gestellt] to encounter and correspond 
to these produced energies-to the extent that one can say: the greater 
the challenging of nature, the greater the challenge man imposes on 
himself. To give an example: coal, having become energy, then leads 
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to the discovery of oil as energy, which in turn leads to making nuclear 
energy available. One day, even nuclear energy will be succeeded. 

Returning to the fundamental word positionality: It is a word with 
a striking form. In passing, and to avoid all ambiguity, it is to be noted 
that it could in no way designate, in Heidegger’s usage, a simple matter 
[blofe Sache]. 

Its structure is indicative. There are words in German of the same 
type. Thus in Jakob Grimm, the word: das Geschiih (formed from Schuh 
[shoe]), which signifies “the wearing of shoes,” “the cobbler’s work,” 
“footwear.” 

In his Griechischen Kulturgeschichte,''? Jacob Burckhardt, speaking of 
the Athenians, indicates that they were largely governed by das Gerühm 
[glory] (formed from Ruhm [fame]). “Das Geriihm” thus means: every- 
thing that pertains to fame. 

And in Goethe we find, to name the haystacks in the streets of Pal- 
ermo, das Gestrühde (formed from Stroh [hay]). 

Thus the word das Ge-stell, in the sense of a gathering of all the modes 
of stellen [positing], is linguistically possible. 

Here a remark about the notion of object. For the scholastic word 
objectum is a translation of the Greek word: àvtikeiuevov. Would there 
be nevertheless something like an object in Greek? 

This would mean neglecting the essential difference. Indeed, what 
does keico0m, the verb from which ävrixkeiuevov derives, mean? It 
means: from itself, already lying before. Now it is characteristic of the 
object that, by means of representation, it is brought to a halt in an “over 
and against" [im Gegenüber]. It is representation that poses the object 
opposite it. The &vrike(uevov already stands, that is, lies before- and 
from itself. The Greek experience does not yet require that representa- 
tion play a role in the positing of a being. That beings are, the Greeks 
think this from out of qcig- which Aristotle interprets from noinoiç 
as a bringing-forth into the open. One needs to distinguish from this 
Greek notion of poiésis the modern notion of production, which means: 
to set into availability. 


2) The second addendum bears on Marx. 

The sentence cited yesterday -— “To be radical is to grasp the root of the 
matter. But for man the root is man himself"? that statement, Heideg- 
ger says, is not political, but metaphysical, which is clarified in the hori- 
zon of Feuerbach's reversal of Hegel's metaphysics. It can be seen in this 
way: for Hegel, the matter of knowledge is the Absolute in its dialectical 
becoming. Now Feuerbach reverses Hegel in making man, and no longer 
the Absolute, the matter of knowledge. In Marx's text, three lines after 
the cited passage, we read the following (which goes exactly in the direc- 
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tion of Feuerbach’s critique): “The criticism of religion ends with the 
teaching that man is the highest being for man.” ?! 

My Marx interpretation, Heidegger explains, is not political. It is 
concerned with being and the manner in which it destines itself. It is in 
this perspective and from this vision that I can say that with Marx the 
position of the most extreme nihilism is reached.'? 

This thesis does not mean anything other than: in the doctrine 
which explicitly states that man is the highest being for man, one finds 
the ultimate grounding and confirmation of the fact that being as being 
is nothing [nihil] anymore for man. 

To understand Marx’s statement politically is thus to make politics 
one of the modes of self-production -which is perfectly consistent with 
Marx’s thought. 

But how can we read this sentence otherwise, how can we read it 
as a metaphysical statement? By noting the strange /eap made by Marx 
over a missing link. Indeed, what does the statement actually say? 

“To be radical is to grasp the root of the matter. But for man the 
root is man himself.” Here, Heidegger notes, an intermediary thought 
is missing, which makes it possible to go from the first thought to the 
second. It is the idea that what matters [die Sache] is man. For Marx, it is 
decided from the outset that man and only man (and nothing else) is 
what matters. From what is this decided? In what manner? With what 
right? By which authority? 

One can only answer these questions by referring to the history of 
metaphysics. Marx’s statement is thus decidedly to be understood as a 
metaphysical statement. 


These additions made, we can return to the question that guides this 
entire seminar: the question concerning the access to being. 

Heidegger speaks: 

According to me, the entry into the essential domain of Da-sein, 
discussed at the end of yesterday's session- that entry which would 
render possible the experience of the instancy in the clearing of be- 
ing-is only possible through the detour of a return to the beginning. 

But this return is not a "return to Parmenides." It is not a question of 
returning fo Parmenides. Nothing more is required than to turn towards 
Parmenides. 

The return occurs in the echo of Parmenides. It occurs as that hear- 
ing which opens itself to the word of Parmenides from out of our pres- 
ent age, the epoch of the sending of being as positionality. 

In Being and Time, there is already such a return, although still some- 
what awkward. Indeed, in Being and Time, it takes place as destruction, 
that is, as disintegration, dismantling of that which, from the beginning, 
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is destined as being in the uninterrupted succession of metamorphoses 
which is metaphysics. 

But there was not yet in Being and Time a genuine knowledge of the 
history of being, hence the awkwardness and, strictly speaking, the 
naiveté of the “ontological destruction.” Since then, this unavoidable 
naiveté of the novice gave way to a knowing. 

To illustrate the question of the access to being, Heidegger proposes 
to read a text he wrote during winter 1972-1973. The theme of this 
text is the “heart of &Quj0e10," of which Parmenides spoke. Heidegger 
explains that this theme resonates with that of Da-sein, for it is a ques- 
tion of the clearing itself. To a certain extent, it is a question of seeing 
how this showed itself to Parmenides. At the same time, Heidegger 
makes an essential correction in this text to what was said at the end of 
the lecture “The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking.” !?3 Open- 
ing to this passage, Heidegger reads: 

“Or does it happen (that ó&X0e1€ as clearing remains concealed) 
because self-concealing, concealment, Aj8n belongs to the A-Aj0eto, 
not just as an addition, not as shadow to light, but rather as the heart of 
AOs?” 

He explains: what is said here is not right; Parmenides says nothing 
of the sort. 

It is thus a question of correctly listening to Parmenides. The text is 
entitled: 

‘AdnOeing edkukkËÉOS &tpeuès TOP 

Heidegger reads slowly. What follows reconstitutes as much as possi- 
ble the movement and articulation of the text as well as the commen- 
taries that were given along with the reading. AAn@ein is translated as 
Unverborgenheit [unconcealment]. This translation is literal. As for what is 
named in this word, it has nothing yet to do with truth; it is important 
to emphasize this. On the contrary, here it all comes back to unconceal- 
ment, which indicates the There that man has to be. 

EóxvKAéog is usually understood as “well-rounded,” and is then 
taken as a quality of things. 

But since here the word indicates ó&Xj0eto, and since disclosure is 
not a thing, one cannot translate it in this way. Therefore it must be 
understood differently. To that end, we think evd«vKAoc as “that which 
encompasses well, the fitting encircling.” Now óA10e1x is understood 
as what fittingly encircles. ATtpeuès T|top: the untrembling heart. What 
is this? To discover it, we consider the first two verses of fragment 8: 


^... there still remains just one saying of the path 
which leads there, to the ‘that it is’. . .” 


But precisely what is? 
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Patently, the being is, and not nothing. Thus this “that it is" (ac 
got) would be tà &óvto (the being-together of all beings in a whole)? 

But in order to come to such a determination, there is no need — con- 
trary to what Parmenides says—to take an unusual path. Something else 
is thus at issue. That the path is unusual indicates that what is at issue is 
what is most difficult to think. We are here in the situation of coming 
closer to being, just like Husserl with the notion of categorial intuition — 
but here it takes place in the echo of Parmenides, and not in an analysis 
of sensibility and the understanding, driven by a theory of knowledge. It 
concerns the "that it is." Our question, asked again, seeks to experience: 
what is? Parmenides's response is found in verse 1 of fragment 6: 

Éo yàp eivor 

not beings, but being. "Being namely is." 

I have long considered this saying; for a long time, I have even been 
ensnared in it. For does it not reduce being to the level of beings? Only 
in regard to a being can one say that it is. 

And here Parmenides now says: being is. 

This unprecedented saying marks exactly the distance between ordi- 
nary thinking and the unusual path of Parmenides. 

The question now is to know if we are capable of hearing with a 
Greek ear this Greek saying which speaks of éott and eivan. 

Thought in a Greek manner, eivor means to presence. It cannot be 
stressed enough how the Greek speaks so much more revealingly and 
thus more precisely than we do. 

What is to be thought is thus: got: yàp eivor — “presencing namely 
presences" [anwest nämlich Anwesen]. 

A new difficulty arises: this is clearly a tautology. Indeed! This is a 
genuine tautology: it names the Same only once, and indeed as itself. 

We are here in the domain of the inapparent: presencing itself pres- 
ences. 

The name for what is addressed in this state of affairs is: tÒ £Óv, 
which is neither beings, nor simply being, but tò éôv: 

presencing: presencing itself [Anwesend: Anwesen selbst]. 

In this domain of the inapparent,'?^^ however (as verses 2 and 3 of 
fragment 8 state), 

“along this path there are a great number of indications . . ." 

Indication (ofua) must be understood here in the Greek sense: it is 
not something which stands as a "sign" for something else, but indica- 
tion is what shows and lets be seen, in that it depicts what is to be seen. 

In verse 29 of fragment 8, one finds just such an indication, which 
shows being: 

Tavtév v ÈV toot TE uÉVOV KAO’ EXVTO TE KETTAL. 

"Ihe same dwelling in the same, it lies in itself." 
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This verse is itself £0kuxAoc, abundant and overflowing; it says on its 
own the complete tautology. 

But a question is posed: Where and how does presence itself pres- 
ence? 

Answer: It presences in unconcealment. Thus, the non-trembling 
heart of GAñBera is tÒ óv itself! 

Even this is also said by Parmenides. He actually names tÒ é6v, in 
verse 4 of fragment 8, c&tpepeéc. 

The GAGe1a is no empty opening, no motionless chasm. One must 
think it as the disclosure which fittingly encircles the é6v, that is, the 
presencing: presencing itself. 

Having thus answered the initial question, have we not as well 
arrived at the indemonstrable? Certainly. We must even assume that 
this is the only possible access both to the é6v and to óA1j0eto. In any 
case, this is what Parmenides says, in fragment 1, verse 28: 

“It is necessary that you experience all things.” 

Parmenides says here rv0éo90a. It is not an ordinary experience, but 
authentic experience, the one spoken of in verse 1 of fragment 6: 

“Saying (the letting-show-itself) and perceiving (what is accom- 
plished with this) are necessary" — 

Xp 10 AÉyeiv TE voeiv 

This experience, and what it safeguards, is precisely what is said at 

the end of the same verse: 
óv Éupevot — presencing presencing [Anwesend Anwesen]. 

This thought of Parmenides is neither judgment nor proof, nor a 
grounded explanation. It is rather a self-grounding upon what has let 
itself be seen. 

As Goethe indicates, what is perhaps most difficult is to attain an 
unprejudiced observation. With Parmenides, this difficulty is precisely 
the issue: to hold in view presencing: presencing. 

This itself, presencing-presencing, thoroughly attunes the fitting 
encircling unconcealment that discloses it. 


Here ends the reading. 

Heidegger continues: I name the thinking here in question tautolog- 
ical thinking. It is the primordial sense of phenomenology. Further, this 
kind of thinking is before any possible distinction between theory and 
praxis. To understand this, we need to learn to distinguish between path 
and method. In philosophy, there are only paths; in the sciences, on the 
contrary, there are only methods, that is, modes of procedure. 

Thus understood, phenomenology is a path that leads away to come 
before. .., and it lets that before which it is led show itself. This phe- 
nomenology is a phenomenology of the inapparent. Only now can one 
understand that there were no concepts for the Greeks. Indeed, in con- 
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ceiving [Be-greifen], there is the gesture of taking possession. The Greek 
óptouóc on the contrary surrounds firmly and delicately that which 
sight takes into view; it does not con-ceive. 


In the silence that follows, Jean Beaufret notes: The text we just 
heard completes, as it were, the long meditation in which you have 
turned first towards Parmenides and then Heraclitus. One could even 
say that your thinking has engaged differently with Heraclitus and Par- 
menides. Indeed, in Vorträge und Aufsätze, the primacy seemed to be given 
to Heraclitus. Today what place would Heraclitus take with respect to 
Parmenides? 

Heidegger: From a mere historical perspective, Heraclitus signified 
the first step towards dialectic. From this perspective, then, Parmenides 
is more profound and essential (if it is the case that dialectic, as is said in 
Being and Time, is “a genuine philosophic embarrassment”!?) In this 
regard, we must thoroughly recognize that tautology is the only possi- 
bility for thinking what dialectic can only veil. 

However, if one is able to read Heraclitus on the basis of the Par- 
menidean tautology, he himself then appears in the closest vicinity to 
that same tautology, he himself then appears in the course of an exclu- 
sive approach presenting access to being. 
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German Translator’s Afterword 


In the 1937 essay “Wege zur Aussprache,” Heidegger referred to France 
for the first time as the “neighbor people,” with whom a “meditation to 
be achieved through productive reciprocal conversation”! would be 
historically necessary. This was explained through a reference to Leib- 
niz, whose thinking was "constantly conducted in a confrontation with 
Descartes." The “foundational and predetermining character of 
mathematical thinking in the principal sense" is indebted to the think- 
ing of Descartes, i.e., to the "beginning of modern French philosophy," 
and from out of this grew the concept of nature for mathematical phys- 
ics. Indeed, Heidegger sees the “meditation opened with respect to the 
essence of nature" — opened “predominantly through" Descartes and 
Leibniz —as “so little closed that it must be taken up once again on the 
basis of a more original posing of the question."?* The question to be 
more originally posed is the one that Heidegger's own thinking sought 
to articulate, the clarification of which is the main concern of the Four 
Seminars as a whole, even if in 1966 this occurred for the most part indi- 
rectly. The statement following the previous citation makes clear what 
Heidegger already saw in 1937 as the task for thinking in France and 
Germany: “Only in this way do we also gain the preconditions for con- 
ceiving the metaphysical essence of technology, and thereby first achieve 
a conception of technology as a form for the installation of beings in one 
of their possible configurations." 12° 

Even if it is only Descartes who is treated in the Four Seminars and 
not Leibniz’s confrontation with him, nevertheless the recurrent 
thoughts on the age of modern technology along with the questions of 
the French participants concerning the essence of technology and the 
possibilities for the technological world all appear today as a peculiar 
echo of the citation from 1937. The early look to France also converges 
with the work recorded in these seminar protocols with French philos- 
ophers, poets, and scholars, in that the question concerning technology, 
though further elaborated and more pressingly formulated in the Semi- 
nars, remains underway and is not to be regarded as "closed." 

The organization of the seminars themselves was such a manner of 
being underway. Heidegger explicitly related them to the condition 
where thoughtful meditation finds itself confronted by the essence of 
language that is required for the performance of action within the dom- 
inance of the technological world (see above, 51). In short, this is an 
essential part — though not the whole— of what these seminars meant 
for Heidegger. 
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In that same year of 1937, as the first French translations of his writ- 
ings were already appearing, Heidegger received an invitation to France 
from the International Descartes Congress and the Société française de 
philosophie, with which, for various reasons, he did not follow 
through. In “Wege zur Aussprache," he had delimited “genuine philosophi- 
cal self-understanding” from the “exchange of results in the sciences” 
which, “as is plain to see, must incessantly strive for a ‘technologizing’ 
and ‘organization’ (cf., for instance, the type and role of international 
congresses) in order to follow their long established path to its 
end... .”!3! Consequently, even though Heidegger certainly did not think 
congresses and similarly organized meetings to be the proper form for the 
necessary “reciprocal conversation of the creative ones in a neighborly 
encounter" — rather, 1937 called for a “writing which roots itself in such 
open discussions [Aussprache]"!? —at that time, work groups like the 
Four Seminars were obviously not yet in view. 

After the Second World War it was Jean Beaufret who did the most 
to motivate Heidegger's conversation with French thought. How this 
happened cannot be considered here in detail, especially since numer- 
ous other French intellectuals confronted Heidegger's thinking or 
attempted to take their start from him. It is to be recalled that already in 
his first letter to Jean Beaufret, a letter sent prior to the "Letter on 
Humanism," Heidegger had at that time made an early announcement 
of the seminars at hand — on November, 23, 1945, as the circumstances 
of the time would not allow for envisioning a meeting. As a supplement 
to the remarks on seminar work that are contained in the protocols, the 
following passage from a letter may be cited: 

^Fruitful thinking requires not only writing and reading, but also the 
ovvovoia of conversation and the work of learning-teaching. . . .”! 

In the beginning, such work conversations took place in personal 
and individualized discussions.'*4 With Heidegger's first trip to France in 
1955 for the lecture “What is Philosophy?" in Cerisy-la-Salle, he re- 
gretted that the trip did not lead to the seminar work he had intended. 
Indeed, in Paris at that time he met René Char whose stories of Provence 
called his attention to this landscape. In 1956 and 1957 Heidegger 
took his first trips to Aix-en-Provence. In 1958 he held four lectures 
there; a comment in the French edition of the Seminars refers to it: 

“After the lecture, ‘Hegel and the Greeks,’ held on March 20", 1958 
at the University of Aix-en-Provence, Heidegger made three further 
trips to Provence at the invitation of René Char. Thus came about the 
three seminars in Le Thor in 1966, 1968, and 1969.”137 

The 1966 Seminar was not planned. The conversation begun by the 
mutual travelers led to the resolution that it be continued as a seminar. The 
theme was close to Heidegger, since he had agreed to participate in the Her- 
aclitus-seminar of Eugen Fink in the coming winter semester at Freiburg. ^? 
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The sessions of the three seminars in Le Thor took place in the morn- 
ing; afternoons were spent in common walks through the country with 
René Char (see below), but also in conversations and readings when all 
the participants visited him (René Char lived in LTsle-sur-la-Sorgue, a 
few kilometers away from Le Thor). In 1966 Heidegger delivered the 
lecture “Hôlderlin’s Earth and Heaven.” !%° He also prompted a conver- 
sation on Rimbaud. His question concerning Rimbaud’s statement from 
his second letter about poetry (May 15, 1871)—La Poésie ne rythmera 
plus l'action; elle sera en avant — was eagerly answered by Char.!^ Heideg- 
ger took up the question of this sentence again in 1973, in a way con- 
nected with the endangerment of language discussed in the Seminars.!^! 

Thus the “neighborliness” of the poet Char led to the seminars (he 
himself being present only in the last sitting of 1966) and also to con- 
versations about poetizing and thinking. For Heidegger, these conversa- 
tions and the seminars will have belonged together in many respects. In 
regard to this, the views on poetry given in the study hours and the 
dedication to the French translation of On the Way to Language all point 
to René Char (see below). 

The 1968 Seminar was prepared with greater consideration. Referring 
to his time in Marburg, Heidegger placed great weight on the work of a 
^model seminar." As in 1966 and 1969, all participants stayed in the 
same hotel, which provided a small hall for the study hours. In the 
afternoons, outings were taken once again and conversations and read- 
ings were likewise held. With Char, Heidegger read “The Poem,"!^ of 
which a French translation was also delivered. 

The 1969 Seminar was not originally foreseen, but conversations 
again soon led to it. The same division of the days was retained, morn- 
ing work and afternoon excursions with René Char or visits with him. 
One afternoon, Heidegger read the poetry of Hölderlin with Char. 

The extent to which Heidegger was occupied with the questions raised 
by the French participants can scarcely be more beautifully indicated 
than by a letter to Roger Munier written from Freiburg on July 31, 1969, 
before the beginning of the seminar and upon receipt of Munier's new 
translation of the lecture "What is Metaphysics?" The letter first concerns 
a retrospective look at the reception of the 1929 entrance lecture and the 
prospects of its question. In addition, taking his start from "What is Meta- 
physics?" and proceeding to the first of Munier's later questions taken up 
in the seminar (see above, 44-45), Heidegger states the only way that 
this further unfolded question of his thinking could be answered. The let- 
ter reads: 


Dear Mr. Munier, 
First of all, I thank you for the new translation of my lecture ‘What is 
Metaphysics?,’ held forty years ago... 
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You probably know that this text, soon after its appearance (1929), was 
the first that was translated into the language of your country. Almost simul- 
taneously, a Japanese translation appeared in 1930, composed by a young, 
highly gifted Japanese student who took part in my seminars. 

The reaction to the piece in Europe was: nihilism and enmity to ‘logic.’ 
In the far East, with the ‘nothing ’ properly understood, one found in it the 
word for being. 

In the course of the years, by means of a “Postscript” and an “Introduc- 
tion,” I attempted to clarify the text in regard to the return into the ground 
of metaphysics;!? for “What is Metaphysics?” already pushed the ques- 
tion towards another dimension. There is no metaphysics of metaphys- 
ics. But this other dimension, from which metaphysics as such receives 
what is proper to it, is not yet determined even today. It remains difficult 
enough to enter into this determination as a task of thinking. 

Your translation, which you present without any apparatus, requires 
our French friends and myself first of all to think through the matter of 
the lecture anew. This matter is a question. It places the very one who is 
questioning, and thus the Da-sein of the human, into question. It is 
important to experience Da-sein in the sense that man himself is the 
“Da,” i.e., the openness of being for him, in that he undertakes to pre- 
serve this and, in preserving it, to unfold it (Cf. Being and Time, p. 132 f.). 

The matter of the lecture is a question. The answer sought, for its part 
as well, has the character of a question. The text ends with this question, 
and thus testifies to the finitude of thinking — or should we instead say: 
to the finitude of being, in the self-withdrawing manifestation of which 
the Da-sein of the human stands? 

It is important to find in thinking what is thought-worthy for think- 
ing, to endure it, and to experience it as what abides. 

When we friends once again saw each other in September 1966 at 
the home of our mutual friend René Char in Provence, you gave me a 
text with seven questions. The first read: Vous parlez, dans Gelassenheit, 
de la Puissance cachée dans la technique moderne. Qu'est-ce que cette Puissance, 
sur laquelle nous ne savons pas encore mettre de nom et qui ne procède pas de 
l'homme? Est-elle positive en son principe? Relève-t-elle de cette Contrée ouverte 
(Gegnet) où l'homme déploie librement son essence? ^ 

What you ask from the experience of modern technology's domi- 
nance is the same as what my lecture asked from the situation of science 
at that time. 

Since then the interlocking of modern technology and modern sci- 
ence has become more poignant and more urgent. Today it appears to 
me to be equally the case that a sufficiently grounded insight into the 
relation of the two has not yet been gained. 

I would still like to have the privilege one day of answering your 
seven questions, which I have continually reconsidered. Admittedly, 
this can occur only in the form of a more clarified question concerning 
the determination of thinking. 

If I were able to unfold this question in an adequate manner, then I 
would voice the right thanks for the gift of your translation." 45 
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For the 1973 Seminar — named at the time the “Vosges-Seminar” 146 — 
a gathering at the house of Roger Munier in the Vosges was originally 
planned. It took place instead at Martin Heidegger's house in Zährin- 
gen, a region of Freiburg im Breisgau. The theme was, as the text says, 
determined by the questions in a letter from Jean Beaufret. Concerning 
the sort of expectations for this seminar, the following is excerpted from 
a letter of Heidegger's to Roger Munier: 


Freiburg i. B. 16. IV. 73 


In the past weeks, Beaufret, Fédier, and Vezin were here. 

I spoke with Fédier about the terminology and theme of the Vosges- 
Seminar. As a theme, there loomed before me: Husserl's VI Investigation 
from the Logical Investigations, more precisely the 2™ section, “Sense and 
Understanding," and from this: “categorial intuition." For me it is a mat- 
ter of actually performing an exercise in a phenomenology of the inap- 
parent; by the reading of books, no one ever arrives at phenomeno- 
logical "seeing." 

You can easily link this text to what particularly concerned you in my 
lecture What Is Called Thinking? It is my intent to experience ahead of 
time the passages which engage your questions. .. . 


— In regard to this last seminar of Heidegger's, held outside the uni- 
versity, the participants came together in a free and friendly agreement. 
Borne by Heidegger's untiring will to a ^work of learning-teaching" —to 
whose character as a thinker there belongs an ever-preparedness, or 
even drive, to philosophical meditation — and likewise borne by the 
passion of the French participants for his thinking, these seminars are 
days of deep joy for those assembled. The acts and encounters must 
have been attuned by a light friendliness. The recollections of a partici- 
pant testify to this in a letter: 


It is actually impossible to reproduce the mood of these brilliant days: 
the reserved respect and admiration of the participants for Heidegger— 
they were all deeply permeated by the historical scope of this revolu- 
tionary thinking; but just as much by the relaxed, friendly, and close 
dealings with the teacher—in a word: the southern light, that is, the 
released joy of these unforgettable days. 

Heidegger and René Char saw each other every day. This often 
amounted to a visit, accompanied by Jean Beaufret or all the partici- 
pants, to Char's small house in Les Busclats. In the workshop of the poet 
or outdoors under the plane trees they conducted earnest and jovial 
conversations in a strikingly open sincerity. 

Daily we made splendid excursions with Heidegger in this country. 
Char led us to the most out-of-the-way and secret places. At time we 
came upon the blue Lubéron, which lay before us from out of 
Cézanne's! Provence, with the Montagne Sainte-Victoire in the dis- 
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tance. These were hours of the highest grace and happy emotion, the 
reflection of which was on the faces of everyone, even equally so on 
Heidegger’s own. 

The participants, all students of Jean Beaufret, mostly young and 
arriving here fresh from their studies, were greatly filled by a recogni- 
tion of the pricelessness of what they took part in—and they attempted 
to give something of that back in return, by opening up a country, a face 
of the earth, to Heidegger’s eyes and heart. 


How strongly Heidegger's encounter with Provence entered into his think- 
ing and how much the neighborly resonance of thinking and poetizing 
of these days delighted him, can be seen by the dedication and thought- 
ful composition to René Char that Heidegger inscribed in the French 
translation of On the Way to Language. The dedication reads: 


“For 
René Char 
thankful for the nearness 
of poetic dwelling 
in the days of the seminar in Le Thor. 
In friendly admiration 
M.H.” 


On the back of the dedication, Heidegger set down words which 
present a short conversation between thinking and poetizing. He then 
closed with a question which can surely also be heard as a recollection 
of Hölderlin’s travels through “southern France,” which “familiarized 
him with the authentic essence of the Greeks” (Hölderlin named 
Provence in the hymn draft “Vom Abgrund nemlich . . .”148). 


Worte von René Char, die uns die Nähe 
des Dichtens und Denkens bezeugen: 


Dans mon pays les tendres preuves 
du printemps et les oiseaux mal habillés 
sont préférés aux buts lointains. 
Dans mon pays, on remercie. 

* 
Avec celui que nous aimons, nous avons 
cessé de parler, et ce n’est pas le silence. 
L'éternité à Lourmarin Albert Camus. 

* 

La parole soulève plus de terre 
que le fossoyeur ne le peut. 


* 


Ist die geliebte Provence die geheimnisvoll 
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unsichtbare Brücke vom frühen Gedanken 
des Parmenides zum Gedicht Hólderlins? 
M. H.1# 


II. 


The basis of the translation is the text in Martin Heidegger, Questions IV, 
Paris: Gallimard, Classiques de la Philosophie, 1976. 

The protocols of the seminars from 1966 stem exclusively from the 
preliminary remarks of Jean Beaufret. Apart from him, the participants 
were: Giorgio Agamben, Ginevra Bompiani, François Fédier, and 
François Vezin; for one session or a weekend: Dominique Fourcade and 
Roger Munier. 

The protocols from 1968 first appeared under the title Séminaire tenu 
par le Professeur Martin Heidegger sur la Differenzschrift de Hegel in a 1969 
printing (one hundred copies) arranged by Roger Munier for the semi- 
nar participants. They were collaboratively edited and, as in 1969, read 
by a participant in Heidegger's presence. The participants were: Jean 
Beaufret, François Fédier, François Vezin, Michel Deguy, Gérard 
Granel, Gofredo Iommi, Federico Camino, Jacques Bontemps, Giorgio 
Agamben, Patrick Lévy, and Michel Podgorny. Also taking part in one 
or two sessions: Roger Munier, Robert Davreu, Dominique Janicaud, 
and Pierre Badoual. 

The seminar from 1969 appeared with the title Séminaire tenu au Thor 
en septembre 1969 par le Professeur Martin Heidegger in a printing meant for 
participants, likewise by Roger Munier, and without indication of year 
(two hundred copies). Editorial work and readings followed as in 1968. 
Those who took part: Jean Beaufret, François Fédier, François Vezin, Bar- 
bara Cassin, Patrick Lévy, Jean-Franqois Grivas, and also for one or two 
sessions: Roger Munier, Julien Hervier, Robert Davreu, Franz Larese. 

The texts of Questions IV are worked over; they often deviate from the 
private printings, though mostly only in form. 

In 1973 the first protocol was drafted by Fédier and Vezin, the sec- 
ond by Mongis and Taminiaux, the third was tended to by Fédier, along 
with a final review of the whole. The first two were read in Heidegger's 
presence, who also read the final edition. Participants were: Jean Beau- 
fret, François Fédier, François Vezin, Henri-Xavier Mongis, and Jacques 
Taminiaux. 

In the German translation a few references and notes of the transla- 
tor were added to the French protocol, the content of which were dis- 
cussed with Heidegger. In regards to the typography, the guidelines for 
the Collected Edition of Heidegger's writings were observed, though the 
peculiarities of the French texts— such as the use of capital letters — 
were retained. 


